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Letter A
Truckee Fire Protection District Board of Directars
-'Of Nevada County ;’:‘r-‘:; ot
Fira Chiaf Fira Marahal il . MHE
Michael 5, Terwilliger Robart W, Bena Jn?mﬂﬁfﬁ:?':t
GER Cp
M DATE u"ii;,,
June 18, 2002 RECEIVED
HIN 2 5 ropr
Placer County Planning Department PLANN.NG n i e
Lori Lawrence, Environmental Review Technician . EPAH TMENT

11414 B Avenue
Auburn, Calif, 95603

RE: Martis Valley Community Plan Drafi ETR

Dear Lori,

| have reviewed the Martis Valley Community Plan Update, Draft Environmental Impact Report
| focused only on the provision of services offered by the Truckee Fire Protection District. [ offer

the following comments:

I. Page 4.11- Paragraph 4.11.1.1- The paragraph states the Truckee Fire Protection District
services the plan area from our closest fire station located in the Town of Truckee. The facility is At
Station 96 located at 10277 Truckee Tahoe Airport Road. It is located outside the Town limits in
Mevada County.

2. The second paragraph of 4.11.1.]1 under the subtitle Truckee Fire Protection District references
the Truckee Fire Department. It is actually the Truckee Fire Protection District as listed in other
areas.

A2

3. The third paragraph of 4.11.1.1 states that the TFPD has 25 full time staff and 15 part time
staff of which 7 are volunteers. The TFPD has 28 full time staff, 15 part time staff and 2 A
volunteer stafl for a total of 45 members in the organization,

4. Page 4.11-2, under the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, the TFPD iz
once again referred 1o as the Truckee Fire Department. This is only important in that the term
Department infers that the TFPD is a department within a larger organization while District is A
independent and governed by a separate Boand of Directors, It only lends itself well w the
confusion existing in the region about the provision of fire services, but certainly does not change
the intent of the report,
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All other aspects of the report referencing the Truckes Fire Protection District appear to be
accurate, If you have any questions, please feel firee to contact me at 382-7850 or c-mail at
rwilliger(@sbheglobal.net

Sincerely,

,»,4" LLM{ }'Lufl'.'»b‘l ) .

Michael 5. Terwilliger, Fire Chief [
Truckes Fire Protection Ihstrict
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LETTER A:

Response A-1:

Response A-2:

Response A-3:

Response A-4:

MICHAEL S. TERWILLIGER, TRUCKEE FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT OF NEVADA COUNTY, JUNE 18, 2002

Comment was noted and the following edit is made to Page 4.11-1 - 4.11.1.1
Existing Conditions, first paragraph:

“The TFPD provides residential fire protection and emergency services to the
Plan area from their closest fire station, which is located-inthe Town-of Truckee-
Station 96 located at 10277 Truckee Tahoe Airport Road. It is located outside the
Town limits in Nevada.”

Comment was noted and the following edit is made to Page 4.11-1 - 4.11.1.1
Truckee Fire Protection District, second paragraph:

“The Plan area is primarily a “dual jurisdiction” with Truckee Fire Protection
District Fire—Department as the primary fire department and CDF providing
wildland fire services and structural fire support.”

Comment was noted and the following edit is made to the fourth paragraph on
Page 4.11-1 under 4.11.1.1 Truckee Fire Protection District:

“The District has 28 25 full-time staff and 15 part-time staff and —ef-which two
seven are volunteers staff for a total of 45 members in the organization.”

Comment was noted and the following edit is made to the third paragraph on
Page 4.11-2, under California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection:

“The Martis Valley Fire Station currently contains both the CDF station, “Station
50” and the Truckee Fire Protection District Fire-BDepartment station, “Station 96.”
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 3, SACRAMENTC AREA OFFICE

Venture Oaks -M3S 156 A
P.0. BOX 942574 T

SACRAMENTD, (04 04274-0001 G'EH EDU B o iftaling
PHONE (316) 274-0638 »h DATE
FAX (B16) Z74-0648
TTY [531‘.:; T41-4508 RECEIVED
gL 2 5 2007
July 23, 2002 L
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Martis Valley Community Update
Draft Environmenta! Impact Report
03PLADSY

Ms. Lori Lawrence

Placer County Planning Department
11414 B Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Ms, Lawrence:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Martis Valley Community
Update. Our comments are as follows:

» The Community Plan is not specific as to site development proposals, nor outline
areas where trees will be impacted at this level of study. Landscape buffers,
building setbacks and road alignments should allow for the maximum
preservation of existing trees. Enhancing or maintaining open space, B-1
commercial, residential and recreation areas with trees ensures that the
roadside experience will continue for users and motorists while enjoying scenic
features within the Martis Valley.

* The proposed Community Plan Update for Martis Valley, in and of itself has no
adverse hydrologichydraulic impact to the State's highway right of way or to
Caltrans highway drainage facilities. However, policy set forth in the plan for
dealing with surface water (stormwater) runoff and drainage facilities will
establish the basis from which future projects governed by the plan will be B-2
designed and constructed. The cumulative effeets of development on surface
water runoff discharge from the peak (100-year) storm event up gradient of any
erossing of a river, stream or drainage water course can have a significant
adverse impact within the State’s highway right of way and the Caltrans
drainage or bridge facility. These cumulative impacts should be minimized
through project drainage mitigation measures on a project by project basis,

*Caltrng improver mobilély peras Califorria®

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
3.0-74



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Ms=. Lort Lawrence
July 23, 2002
Page20f 3

» For projects within the Martis Valley Community Plan area, runoff that will
enter the State's highway right of way and/or Caltrans drainage facilities,
whether discharged directly or indireetly, must meet all EWQCBE water quality
standards prior to entering the State's highway right of way or Caltrans
drainage facilities. The developer iz responsible for insuring that runoff from oy
the site meets these clean water standards (i.e., is [ree of cils, greases, metals,
sands, sediment, etc.). This may be accomplished through the implementation of
appropriate stormwater quality Best Management Practices (BMPs) (i.e.,
oilfwater separators, clarifiors, infiltration systems, ete.) as applicable. Once
installed, these systems must be properly maintained by the property owner.

* No net increase to the surface water (stormwater) peak runoff discharge (100
year storm event) may be realized within the State’s highway right of way and
Caltrans drainage facilities as a result of the completion of the project. The
developer is responsible for ensuring that stormwater runoff discharge from the
project gite that will enter the State’s right of way and/or Caltrans drainage
facilities, whether discharged directly or indirectly, does not increase peak flows | g4
within the State's highway right of way or the Caltrans drainage facility. This
may be accomplished through the implementation of stormwater management
BMP: (ie., detention/retention ponds or basing, sub-surface palleries, on-site
storage and/or infiltration ditches, ete.) as applicable, Omnee installed, these
systems must be properly maintained by the property owner.

* The proponent/developer must perpetuate, maintain or improve existing
drainage patterns and/or facilities affected by the proposed development/project
to the satisfaction of the State and Caltrans. This includes, but is not limited to,
altering stormwater pathways and storage areas, whether engineered or
naturally occurring. Altering existing drainage patterns andfor facilities B-5
without proper mitigation may lead to adverse drainage impacts to State
highway facilities or to other local public or private properties. The
proponent/developer may be held liable for future damages caused by diverted or
increaszed drainage flows determined to be the result of the proposed
development/project that were not properly mitigated for.

« Mo detailed drainage plans, drawings or caleulations were received with the
[GR-CEQA project package. Likewise, no hydrologichydraulic study or report
was received with the package. In order to adequately evaluate project impacts
upon the State's right of way and Caltrans drainage facilities, the B
aforementioned documents are required. Pleasze request these documents from
the project proponent and send them to D-3 Hydraulics in Marysville for review

prior to final project approval.

» Plans submitted with the [GR-CEQA package did not show the “pre-
construetion” coverage quantities for buildings, streets, parking, ete. and, no B-7
“post-construction” coverage quantities were provided.
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Ms. Lort Lawrence
July 23, 2002
Pape 3 of 3

» The cumulative effects of development within the projeet area will resultin a
significant increase to the impervious surface area while greatly decreasing 88
available area for runoff detention and infiltration. Close attention should be
paid to these cumulative effects to avoid over development of the basin.

Please provide Caltrans with a copy of any further actions regarding this project. If
wou have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Cathy Chapin at
(916) 274-0640.

Sincerely,

I

JEFFREY PULVERMAN, Chief
Office of Regional Planning

CC: EKatie Shulte Joung

“Celtrans proves maodldiy acroas Codifrnin”
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LETTER B:

Response B-1

Response B-2

Response B-3

Response B-4
Response B-5

Response B-6

Response B-7

Response B-8

JEFFREY PULVERMAN, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

As noted in Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR, the project
evaluated consists of the adoption of a new community plan for the Plan area,
which would regulate development in the Plan area rather than propose it. A
detailed visual impact analysis is provided in Section 4.12 (Visual Resources) of
the Draft EIR, which identifies proposed Community Plan visual resource and
design guideline policies intended to maintain the existing visual characteristics
of the Plan area.

As noted in Section 4.7 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR, proposed
Martis Valley Community Plan policies and implementation programs would
ensure that subsequent development projects in the Plan area adequately
mitigate their potential increases to drainage flows under project and
cumulative conditions (Draft EIR pages 4.7-62 through -73).

Water quality impacts of subsequent development in the Plan area is
specifically addressed on Draft EIR pages 4.7-30 through —73. The commentor is
also referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment B-2.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment B-2.

As noted in Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR, the project
evaluated consists of the adoption of a new community plan for the Plan area,
which would regulate development in the Plan area rather than propose it.
Project-specific drainage studies as well as proposed mitigation to avoid
significant flooding and drainage impacts will be made available as part of
project consideration by the County.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment B-6.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment B-2 and B-6.
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Letter C
A Pabiic Agency
BOARD OF BIRECTORS

Byrme Campion
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT ot gurtain - et of the goars

Lori Lawrence, Environmental Review Technician

Placer County Flanning Department

11414 B Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Subject: Comments on Martis Valley Community Plan and ETR

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

Enclosed please find the following comments of Northstar Community Services District:

1} Against changing of the kand use modification for Section 31; and

2) Moting the understanding that the emergency connector road from Northstar to | ¢
Shaffer Mill Road be open for general public pedestrian use.

Aleo attached is a letter from Northstar Property Owmers Association in support of the l c2
comments of NCSD.

You should be aware that these two organizations through their elected Boards represent
all registered voters in the Community, and separately all other property OWners ol
Morthstar.

Sinesrely,

ﬁﬁaﬁsﬁmml-m

Paul F. Rouser
General Manager

Enclosures as stated

D08 Marthatar Drive, Truchee, CA 96161

Administmtion: 355620747 ¢ Pacr 330562, [ 505 7 Fmnil: porthatarcsotelisong
Fire Department S3LS82 212 / Par: SO0LS62 0702 F E-maif nontketsfredthegri net
UriVeles: SN SAZ. OG5S /- fue SRS | 305 / Berall: novthstarufy@tels. ong

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report

May 2003
3.0-78



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

NORTHSTAR COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT
COMMENTS ON MARTIS VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN
SUBMITTED MAY 23, 2002.

1) Request that the Proposed “Land Use” modification for Section 31 be denied:
Proposed Land Use, as shown on Fig, 1 of the Plan submitted May 23, 2002 maodifies
the land use of Section 31, NW quadrant from “Open Space”™ to “Low Density
Residential”,

Morthstar Community Services District takes exception to this modification,
particularly as the landowner has indicated an unwillingness to provide the general
public trails through a portion of this land. We request that this modification not be
instituted as:

i) All previous submittal of the plan alternatives prior to the May 23, plan
indicated that the land within this section would remain predominantly
open space. Mo discussion on changing this designation occurred during
the public sessions, and Planning indicated informally that this land was to
remain open Space, e

ii) This land is adjacent to lands within the Morthstar area, and to the Martis
Dam properties of the Corps of Engineers. The public enjoys access to the
Corps Properties, and Northstar Community Services District has
contracted to install and maintain trails throughout the trail properties in
Martis Valley, Residents and visitors of Northstar have regularly used this
portion of Section 31 as access to the Corps lands, with all enjoying the
riparian area trails that exist within it.

iii) Figure 3, “Recreation Sites Parks and Trails” shows trails through this
section.

iv) Geal 1.G: To preserve and enhance open space lands to maintain the
Matural Resources of the County.

v} Goal 1.H: To preserve open space for outdoor recreation purposes.

vi} Goal 7.E: To develop a system of interconnected _ trails. .

vii) Palicies 7.E.4 describes the obligation of the county to require proponents
of new developments to dedicate land for trails through their subdivisions.

wiii) The Policies linked to these Goals appear to set the interest of the
general public above that of the landowner.

2) Use of the Northstar / Shaffer connector Roadway: This “emergency use™
roadway should be available for general public pedestrian use including walking, c4
biking, and cross county skiing.

i) All Committee members agreed to this when the issue of the installation and
use of the connector was voted upon at the public meeting.

Placer County
May 2003
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northstar

property owners
association

July 26, 2002

Lor Lawrence, Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department

11414 B Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Subject: Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Dear Ms. Lawrence:
Please be advised that the Northstar Property Owners Association is completely

supportive of, and do endorse, the comments of the NOSD attached:
; . o c-4
1 ﬁtg"{lnst changing of the land use modification for Section 31: and cont’d
2) Noting the understanding that the emergency connector road from Northstar
to Shaffer Mill Road be open for general public pedestrian use.

Thank you,

s

NPOA Board President

2200 NORTH VILLAGE LANE * TRUCKEE, CALIFORNIA B5161 » TELEPHONE (530) 562-0322
FAX (530) 562-0324 » E-mail: npoa @ |ps.nel » htp:hwwe pe.nathpea
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LETTER C:
Response C-1
Response C-2

Response C-3

Response C-4

PAUL ROUSER, NORTHSTAR COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT
Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment C-3.
Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment C-4.

The commentor’s concerns regarding the proposed land use designation
associated with Section 31 under the Proposed Land Use Diagram and its use as
open space and trail usage is noted and will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. This is a policy
issue associated with the proposed Martis Valley Community and not a specific
comment regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR currently
evaluates it as Low Density Residential. Conversion of this proposed land use
desighation to Open Space would not result in any new significant impacts on
the environment that were not evaluated in the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Analysis) and Response to Comment C-3.

Placer County
May 2003
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BOARD OF IECTORS
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August 9, 2002 PLAMNHNG DEPART ME”TM: P

Lori Lawrence, Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department

11414 B Avenue

Auburn, CA 93603

Subject: Comments on Martis Valley Community Plan and EIR
Dear Ms. Lawrence:

Enclosed please find the comments of the Northstar Community Serviees District on the
Martis Valley Plan EIR. Detailed comments are included for:

s 4.4, Traffic and Circulation
e 4.11, Services — Fire
e 411, Services — Water

D1

Also enclosed i a copy of our comments on the proposed modification of land use in
Section 31 in the May 23, 2002 version of the Plan, and the use of the connector rovad, D-2
This attachment is also being forwarded under separate cover, together with an

endorsement letter from the Morthstar Property Owmners Association on these issues.

S‘incmbrl

=
T el Feftusa 2

Paul F. Rouser
General Manager

Enclosures as stated

208 Novthetar Drive, Tnackee, CA 85151

Aduninistration: 530562 G747 7 Fan 530 583, 1 805 Bl heethitarc @lei.am
Pire Department: 5308621213 / Fax 8308620702 / Eanall: nont hetanfne S hegrid, net
lnihtinsy 830 5420650 / Fax: 30582 1505 / Ewvsth nowthatmnitho@te . om
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GENERAL COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF NCSD ON 4.4
TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

The EIR and the Plan are based upon a number of assumptions and traffic flow
arrangements that we believe to be erroneous. We request that the following D-3
recommendations be thoroughly considered for the plan and replace those that exist

where appropriate.

1} Hecommendations

i) Tio not open the Northstar! Shaffer Mill conrector road to normal traffic. Do
open the connector road for cmergency use, as a gencral public trails for D-4
biking, walking and skiing, and possibly for transit.

i) Do not open the Big Springs / Highlands road loop for traffic. Gate the road
and have it available for emergency use, as a general public trails for biking,
walking and skiing, and possibly for transit.( Opening this road to normal D-5
traffic will seriously impact the Big Springs area, all feeders off of Martis
Landing, and Morthstar Dr., in total, ie. all of the existing Northstar
Community).

iii) Move the existing parking lots to intercept lots at the entrance to Northstar,

considering access both from Northstar Dr. and from the employee housing D-5
Arca,

iv) Do install a new 4 lane access for Northstar Dr. from 267 to the area around
the gas station, possibly with a round- about. The existing Northstar access o7
should be realigned, and /or regraded. The existing grade and location is 5
especially hazardous in winter conditions, and almost impossible to keep ice- .
free.

v) Do not make Northstar Dr. 4 lanes from the gas station to Basque; rather, Da

install a turning lane to Basque from the east.
vi) Do not re-zone SPI properties to permit an added 1360 DU to area. Thisis |
corsistent with MM4.4.1h., and consistent with the direction of the Board of | D8
Supervisors to the Plan committee.
vii) Note that if the Martis Ranch Compmumnity s built, Northstar Fire and CDF

Fire Prevention will require a loop road. The single access from opposite the L
Morthstar emploves housing entrance is not adequate.
wiii) Recognize that funding for 4 lanes of 267 from south of Northstar to 1-80 i

is not expected in the foreseeable future, add a 3™ lane from the 1 mile sign
for turm off into the intercept lots and Northstar Dr,

ix) Use the mitigation fees collected previously for portions of the capital [ 0-12
improvements suggested above.

x) Require developers to set aside funds for each phase of the development that
will be dedicated to agreed upon mitigation measures described in the plan. | D13
Tie the capital mprovements to LOS thresholds limits defined now. !

xi) Require increases in day skier use to be subject to mitigation fees for the ski | D14
facility owmners.

xii) Require all roads mitigation fees collected in Martis Valley be used in Martis ] D6
Valley, or the Town of Truckee.

xiii)  Relocate the chain ~check to a location to the south of the new employee |. D16
housing intersection.
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COMMENTS NCSD FIRE:

GENERAL COMMENTS TO FIRE PROTECTION RELATED TO ACCESS:
NCSD Fire and CDF Fire policies require that at least 2 accesses be provided to
each portion of each eommunity for emergency conditions. These emergency
roadways are expected to be designed for full service, meeting County standards,
and open year round. This requirement has resulted in the planned second access
into Nothstar’s employee housing, the emergency access readway into the
planned new village at Northstar, and the planned loop from Big Springs to the
Highlands. It is also the reason for the connector to Shaffer Mill Road from
Northstar, and the basis for comments on the need for a secondary access roadway
into the planned SP1 development. Lack of access ghould currently be a
significant concern. The installation of the roadways noted above, and others may
mitigate it as appropriate during development.

The Plan should be amended to reflect these comments.

MODIFY ATTACHED PAGES 4.11-2, -7, -8, -9, -14, AS MARKED AND WITH
FOLLOWING INSERTS.

INSERT 1..... P.4.11-2
Replace the existing paragraph on NCSD Fire with:
“Northstar Community Services District Fire (NCSD Fire)
The Morthstar Community Services District eovers approximately six square
miles, It includes approximately 1500 residences, a commercial Village, and the
Morthstar at Tahoe Resort, the ski mountain and associated summer and winter
facilities. Tts population varies from approximately 500 to 12,000. MNCSD Fire has
ane fire station located on Northstar Drive. It proves fire safety and paramedic
services to the community. The paramedic program in place with medical
response to all residences, commercial facilities, the Ski Mountain and trails.
Ambulance service is provided through agreements with TFPD. NCSD Fire is
staffed by 9 full time and 4 seasonal employees. Of the 13, 5 are paramedies, and
the balance are certified Emergency Medical Technicians (EMTs). The
Department operates 1 platform truck, and 1 wildlands truck and 2 structural
trucks, in additional to smaller equipment. It currently has an average response
time of 4 minutes and an IS0 rating of 3.7

INSERT 2).....P4-11.8
NCSD Fire will require modifications to its fire station to hardle personnel and
equipment increases for the new Village, and will require a new facility also be
constructed and equipped when the Highlands area is built. Funds for these capital
improvements will come from developer obligations, and from mitigation fiees,
All new construction within the NCSD area will be under existing fire protection
zone ordinances which require parcel and open spaces be cleared of excess
vegetation, and buildings sprinkled and alarmed. Funding for MCSD Fire is from

property taxes, .

017

D-18

D-19
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GENERAL COMMENTS RELATED TO IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAMS
AND FEES

+ Believe the numbering system on 4.11-14 is messed up. You may want to note the ‘ D-20
fettowime i the implementation programs.

¢ NCSD Fire has an ordinance in place that requires developers to pay for the |
capital improvements necessary to support their development.

s NCSD Fire has mutual aid agreements in place with adjacent districts and CDF. | D22

+ NCSD Fire has an ordinance in place requiring cleared fire breaks around and I D23
throughout the community residences and wildlands.

D-21
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pwsen]

1)

4.11 PuBLIC SERVICES

_TachréeiarT I[EMT I} This department operafes three pumper frucks and cne lodte

TERD s new stafian in Treckee [s copable of provicing cument and future fire protection sendces
wilhin the Flan area and the entire bi-county Fie District, This station was bullt to accommadate
futura development allowed under the 1975 Mortis Valley Geranal Plan. Cumently. the stafion
manned full-ime and operales one engine and ane ambulance. TFPD recently updated their
sphere of influence with LAFCO and does nof anficipate any increase in thelr service area o
raquire any addiional facllfies to gccommodate future developrmant In her sErViCE arso
{Terwiliger, 2001), Funding for TRPD comes enfirely from property tax revenues (Engler, 2001 ).

STAR COMMUNITT Services DistrcT/MoRHTAR FiRe Department (C50)

This Morthstar Cormmunily iee W seasonal
service populalion renging from 500 To-kE000, The Northstor EireErsfioiment. which is part of
35D, has one fre stafion. This stafien Is locatad Pl jhe intersection of Morthslar Drive and
Big Springs Dave within the Norlslasa +d by elght fulHime and 20
port-time parsor t 90 peicert of the stoff | CEmaigency Medical

Response times are lyplcally within fouwr minules becouse of s location within Morfhstar-ot-
Tahoe. Funding for 3D comes entrely from property tax revenue (Bartolind, 2001).

Caurcans DErastheEnT oF Forestey ano FIRe PROTECRON [CDF)

During the fire season (May 15 to Movember 1), the Califernio Departmant of Farasiry and Fre
Protechon Serndces (CDF) maintairs two engings at the new Treckee Fre Froteciion Distict
station, also caled the “Martis Volley Fire Stalion,” which 5 located near The Tuckee-Tahoe
Airporl. The Marfis Valley Fire Stalion curently contains both the COF stafion. “Stafion 50," and
the Truckse Fre Departmeant stalion, “Slalion $&". COF pimary deols with wildlond fire hozards
in Ihe orea and the Treckee Fire Department and 5D pravide pratection for structural fires, COF
also responds to structural fires in emergency situafions as par of their mutudl cid agreement
with TEPD, €50, and the U5, Forest Service. From July 1 to Dclober 15, COF staffs the Lookau! for
three doys o week wilh volunfeers. CDF would ullimately like fo provide daily staffing in the
Lookout during fire season (Rirella, 2001).

The COF service ared includes Cisco Grove ecst to the Mevada siote ine, and Ihe orea
strefching Fve mies rorth of Truckes fo the area 10 milas south of Truckse. CFD has four stalf
membaer: al thair Trockes stafion. including the BottoSon Chief who & present at the faciify four
days aweek. Within the Plon area, CDF's response fime & five minutes of lass. Bath fre angines
are "fype 3" and have a 500 gallon per mirute (gem) flow, One of the engines has 4whaal
drive with o 500-gaon copocity. The second engine has 2-wheel drive with o 630-galion
capacity [Rinelia, 2001).

COF s funcded enlirely by the Stofe, ond does not charge o developrment fee for the esdension
of fire proteciion services. Addilionatty, TOF con be contracted by the Treckee Fre Departmaent
to provide fire protection serdcas thraughout the winter (non-fire) secson (Rineda, 2001].

COF racommencds several providons for new development projects. Including: 1] implamentation
and management of o fual reduction zone aleng project boundaries; 2) reduction of fusl
loading over the enfire project; 3) maintenance in perpetuity of the fusl reduction zone;
4) recordation of the fuel reduction 2one as property owner's associafion property; 5] verification
by the propery owner's assoclation of its resporsibiity to mainiain the fuel reduction 2one: &) wse
of noncambustible bulding materials,

Marfiz Vailey Community Plan Update Flacer Counfy
Droft Environmental impact Repart May 2002
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

4.11 PuBLIC SERVICES

Policy 404 The County shall continue to promote standardization of operations among
fire protection agencies and improvement of fire sendce levals.

Palicy 41.7 The County shall maintain ond sirengthen outomatic aid ogreements o
madmize efficient use of ovailable resouwrces.

Policy 41.8 The County shall work with local fire profection agencies 1o mainhain o pre-fire
planning program with selecled high-sk occuponcies reviewed ot leosf
annually.

Paolicy 4..9 The County shall ensure that oll proposed developments ane reviewed for

complionce with fire safety stondords by responsible local fire ogencies per
the Unifarm Fre Code and ather County and local ardinonces,

Pallcy 4..11 The Counly shall encourage local lire prolection ogenciles to provide and
mainfain cdvanced level of emergency medical services [EMI) fo the
pubsic,

The proposed WMartls Valley Community Plon policy document containg goals. policies and
implameanialion programs that are generally consistent with the policy provisions of the Placer
County Generg Plan,

4.11.1.3 IpACTs AND MMGANON MEASIRES

STANDARDE OF SIGHIFICANCE

A public sarvice:s or utiities mpoct = corsiderad sSgnificant if implemeantalion of the project
wiould resull in the folowing:

1) Increose the demond for odditional parsonnel, aquipment, of facilities, and/or results in o
nagalive affect that impairs the ability of the service provider fo mainiain on occaptable
lewal of service for fire prolecBon and emergency senices,

METHODOLCGY
Evaluation of pofential fire service impocts of the project was bosed on consultation with the fire

protection and emergency service providers In fhe Plon areq, including the Truckse Fire
Prolecticn Distict, tha California Deportment of Forestry, and the Northstar Community Services

District, as well g5 review of the exifing Marlls Valey Geneadal Plan, Martis Volley Cormrunity ;
Plan, and the Plocer Counly General Plan, F‘ ”
PacEet IMEACTS AHD MTGATICN Measisss oL A A
J ] LY.
impact 4.11.1.1  Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services j_,a Jye |:' ‘U {-

PP L% lernentation of the Propased Land Use Diagram would increase the populafion of the
lr'frﬂeL;RHmH emargency medical services providers' service ared. The edstng
focilifies, parsonn
conditiors associated with This . Additonally, the existing funding

Truckea Fire Protection Districl ard the Morthstaor C30's service areas. The <haf |

Placer County Marfis Valley Community Flan Updafe
May 2002 Droft Environmenfal iImpact Repodt
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4.171 PUBLIC SERVICES

., would be located outside of the fire protection disiricls” service areas include: sections
; 21, 27, 33 and 34 of Township 17 Morth, Range 17 East. This would result in a significand

'~-,{mncscr.
.,
Ad Iy entation of the Sxisting Marlls Valley General Flan Land Use Mop would increose
fe lation of the five prolection ond emeargency madical services providers' service
arec. exisfing faclities. personnel and equipment are sulficient bo accommodate

the buildouk conditions ossociated with this altemactive. Additionally, the existing funding
mechanisms dre sufficient lo pay for increased impacts on services. However, proposed
developmen! aBocialed wilh Allamalive AA ore located oubside of Truckes Fre
Frotection Distict ord the Morthstor C5D's service arecs. The areas fhal would be
located outside of thelire protection disticis’ senvice oeas include: seclions 21. 28, 27, | o,

28, 33, 34 and 35 of Tovwship 17 Morth, Range 17 Eos: ond sechions 4, 5, 8 and § of cont'd
Towrship 16 Morth, Rangs 1* Er:ul This wowld resull in o significanl mpact,

AR Implementation of fhe hliemulw%‘ 1 Ltmd lUse Map would increase the population of the
fra protection ond emeargancy met@ul servicas providers' sarvice orea. The existing
faciifles. pesonnel and eguipment 'ape sufficient to cccommodate the buildout
conditions associkated with this mrmlm\&dullmuy. the existing funding mechonisms
are sulficient fo pay for increcsed impactks on services.  However, proposed
development amociated with Altemative Afh.ore locoted oultide of Truckee Fie
Pretection Deiict ond the Modhstar CSD's servide areas. The areas thal would ba
located oulside of the fre protection districh’ service areas inclede sections 21 and 28 of
Towrship 17 Morlh, Range 17 Basl. This would result in u"!ﬂ;l\\ﬂuuﬂmr.

AC  Implementalion of the Allamative 2 Land Use Mop would incregse the population of the
fire protection and emergancy medical services providers' servce area. The existing
fociities. pesonnel and eguipment are sufficient o occommiagale the buidoul
conditions associated with this citernative. Addiionally, the axisting m‘l‘r@g Mechoniims
are sufficient fo poy for increcsed impocts on services.
caveloprment usm-‘:lutm with Alfernalive AT ore locoled aulside of
Protection Disiict and the Modbstar CSD's service areas. The araas that
located outside of the fre protection disticls’ service areas include sections 21 a
Towrship 17 North, Bangs 17 East. This would resulf in o significant Impact.

PP Prapased Land Use Diagram

Implemantation of the Proposed Land Use Diagram would resulf in up to 9,220 residential urits,
as well as office, commercial and recreational wses and focifies. According fo Trockese Fre
Protection Distict, they are equipped for bulldoul of the Plan crea under the Edsting Martis
Vallay General Pian Land Use Map, which has mare development pofential than the Proposed =
Lard Use Dicgram, TFPD has stated, “that ihere will e no increased impact on the provision of reg Ay
. fire services in this region o3 il pedaing o Ihe developmant of faciities in the region” [Terwiliger, - 2
r . '51 2001). CDE.ond Northstor Cormmunity Services Dighrict (CS0). provide.cply irited fire-protection " E
r{d- ..~ h mﬂm&ﬂh&-ﬂmm@luﬂ@&&mymm&mmmcmruﬁ!mmaﬁr o
wreder-this mﬁn:-l‘mmanﬂ-m-likeirihuHFPDwnﬁd“cmpanmfafurﬁWmH:;Jrh'npt,‘lm"
~gr-ceficis-arpot-aheir-mulval-aid-agreemenl. ~frockee Fire-Profection DEtict hos—fire— D-25
P‘ i‘ ~protection requirements- ona-sicndards for-new development-prejecis-inaheding- fire-hydrants-
1" ,l-’l'r £ -fire-fiow-gccess -ond-roadwoy-length-which-would-mitigate-ihe-ncrecsed-demond-for- fire- [~
. 1#” prolesier-sericas. COF ako ho: cevelopmen! danderds such as fual modification zones.
‘i' Fundling for TFFD comes from property foxes ond development mitigation less, Morbstar S50

vl { I"I: < receives lunding from property foxes, and COF B funded by the state.  Some-af fhe-manay
I
r.lf ‘Muﬂ: Valley Community Plan Updafe Flacer County
W “H mmnmmummm May 2002
' o ] “r 4.11-8
-1L." 4! & 4 _f,
F_ J{_I_ e J.- =
| 5 L
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4.11 PUBLIC SERVICES ({é;!
Aesr

CHOe o BT e S R et e B R (S biras.— excen hinkdbay zlhemhre:-un'r“{""\
—dsvalapmentoealed-oulside-elaiendoeareswould notreceive adenoate freprotecorrane) e Pk
- e amergencyeCeakiercer—The-following-propesed-Comemuriby- Plan-policies—axsting-feas, & ot
—ape-eapoci-otTFRE- o-seme-ihe-deveiope d-areewould-heip-miligale-the-Impaats-on-firo jjﬁr@ff g
i sanvica—Iha-axiing-funding-mecRanisEs-wedld-a e LBy Py

—mwwwam%mn&amﬁwmw—
“IWante Fonchrand the-SiemrPacific-propenyl———
A4 Exizfing Marfiz Vialley General Plan Land Use Map

implementation of the Exdsting Martls Yalley General Plan Lond Use Mop would result inup o
-{ 11,648 resideniial units. as wall a3 office, commercial and recreational uses and lociifies. Lke
%K. the Proposed Land Use Diegrom. this altermative would increase the demand for fire protection
and emargency sendces in the Plan area. This allemative proposes reddentiol development
wunder this aliemalive in areas that are outside of the TFPD and C5D's service araas, as shown on | D-25
Figure 4,11-1, including sections 21, 24, 27, 28, 33, 34 ond 35 of Township 17 Narth, Ronge 17 Easl | cont'd
(Waddle Ranch, Siera Pacific property, ond the small ownership area east of 3R 267); and
) sactions 4, 5. 8 and 9 of Towrship 16 North. Range 17 East [oreo along the southam edge of the
vy Plon area, west of SR 267]. Allemative AA has a more infense land use patiem thar the
' (J _ Proposed Lond Use Diogram. The Existing Martls Valey General Plan locales more development
aultde of the TFPD ond CS0 sendce oreas in locations that are not currenlly developed, which
? would reguire addilional fre ond emergancy medical services than the Proposed Land Use

Diagram,
AR AWernaiive 1 Land Use Map

implementation of Alternalive 1 Land Use Mop would result in up ho 10,311 residential units, as
well as office, commercial and recreational uses and facilities. Uke the Proposad Land ke
Diagram, this dternalive would increase the damand for fire protection and emergency services
ir tha Plan areq. This allernafive would have more of an impack on fine protection services than
the Proposed Lond Use Diogram becauss of the increcsed number of residertial unifs.
commenciol and recrealional 1ses.  The Allernative 1 Land Use Mop proposes residantial
developmeant alorg Stote Route 247 in an area thal i located autdde of the TFPD ond C5D
W\ service orecs. This orea includes sections 21 ond 28 of Township 17 Morth, Range 17 Eost
[Waddle Ranch). Curenlly Ihis orea s served by CDF. os the land is undeveloped forest.
Becouse development gssociated with Allemalive AB would be locoted oulside of TFFD and
C5D's senvice aeas. additional fire and ameargency medica services would be necessary.
However, compared with the Proposed Lond Use Dlagram, this alfermative would not result in as
much developed lond outside of the TFFD and C350 service areas, 03 this aternative does nol
propose residential and ski-based/toursmfcommercial uses in the Siera Pocific property.

AC  Alernalive 2 land Use Map

implementafion of Allernative 2 Lond Use Mop would result in up to 7,956 residential units, as well

L as office, commearcial and recreational uses ond focilities. This alternative would increase the
¥ demand far fira profection ond emergency services in the Plan area. Like Alternalive AB, this
dllemnative proposes residenlial development along State Roule 247 inan wrea that & located
outside of the TFPD and C5D service arecs. This area includes sections 21 and 28 of Township 17

Morth, Range 17 East (Waodle Ranch). Curenily this area is served by COF, os the lond &

Placer County Martis Valley Communily Plan Update
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24,

25,

27,

Permit Fees n*-*“'E'

}?"'_"
D T | #ES
implementatfion Progroms ;Eﬁ/. Jf M ff ;p‘ f"" r-*'{

-jiu
(pep LF Al fﬁaﬂ

Regquire new davefoprneﬂfplms to be submitted fo the local fire disfrict and CDF
for review ond opproval oior fo opproval ondfor isvonce of cedificates of
OCCURGNCY, a5 appropriate.

Respansible Agency/Deparfment; Lond Development Deparfments
Time Frorme: On-going
Funding: Pemrmit lees

Require land developers fo pay in feu fees dedicafe land, or purchose
sguipment i necessary o ensure adeguate fire profection fociifies ore
availabie as the Plan area builds oul

fesponsible Agency/Department: Servicing Fire Districts
Time Frame: COn-going
Funding: impoct fees

Confinved provision by COF of wildlands profection of State Responsbility Areg
lands throughout the Community Flon areq, and provision of confroct services os
needed,

Responsible Agency/Deporiment; Boord of Supenvisars, Calfornia Department of
Farestry

Tirrie Fresme: On-going

Funding: General Fund

inspect all new construction and remodel projects for fire code compliance priar
to msuance of cerfificales of occuponcy,

Responsiale  Agency/Deportment:  Plocer Counly Buiding  Deparfment
[Mrickee fNorthsior Fre Protechion Disrict

Time Frame: On-gaing

Funding: User feas

Inspect and fest off gufomatic fire extinguishing syatems in accord wilh Sale Fire
Marshal reguiations ond the National Fre Prolecion Stancards,

Responsibie Agency/Departmant: Plocer County Buildling
DeparmentTruckee/Northstar Fire Disficts

Time Frame: An-geing

Funding: User fees

Estabiich fraining requirements with fire fighter cedificofion for poid fire ighters
and volunteer fire fighter cerfification for on-coll fire fighters.

Responsible Agency/Deportment; Truckee/Norfhisfar Fire Profechion Cistct
Time Frome: On-going
Funding: Distict funds

Marfis Yalley Community Plan Update Flocer Counfy
Draff Enviranmental impact Repord May 2002
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

COMMENTS NCSD UTILITIES

MODIFY ATTACHED PAGES 4,11-38, 4.11-42,4.11-43 4-11-53 AS MARKED
AND WITH FOLLOWING INSERTS

INSERT 3 ...P4.11-42

Replace the existing par with: ) .
CSD has five storage and distribution reservoirs for potable and raw water.

Potable water is stored and distributed by Two 1- million gallon storage tanks
named Reservoir “C"” which are located in the Ski Trails Condominium area at an
approximate elevation of 6,500 feet and Two 280-million gallon storage tanks
named Reservoir “I located above the Big Springs development at approximate
elevation of 6,700 feet, An carth fill impoundment named Reservoir “A™ stores
approximately 180 acre feet of raw water collected from Sawmill Flat springs and
is used primarily for snow making, fire suppression systems in the upper areas
and as emergency water supplies for the treatment facility.

D-z7

Pressure reducing stations provide five pressure zones in the range of 60 to 120
psi throughout the community. All potable water within the Morthstar area is
treated through the existing 1.7 mgd treatment plant.

INSERT 4 ...P4.11-43
lace the existing par with:

e Future plans include upgrades to the existing treatment plant, locating and
developing a third well system at the north edge of the development boundarics
and integrating a fourth well system mid-mountain mamed Comstock. Proposals D-z8
for Reservoirs “E” to provide water to the propesed Employee Housing and
Reservoir “F” to provide additional supplies and pressure for Unit 7 are in the
planning stages. Exact locations of the storage tanks have not been determined.

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
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Poficies and Impiementation Programs

New davelspment projects in the Plan orea would be required to adhera with policies and
implementation programs in the Martis Valey Community Flan, Compliance with Ihase Flan
podcies and implementation programs would provids rrifigotion for school services impachs.
The reoder & refered to mpoect 41130 regarding opplicable proposed  policies and
implementation programs.

Mitigalion Measure

Hona required.

4104 WATER SERVICE P 4 F.
4.11.4.1 ExisTHG CONDMONS ( 'M'mr,ffﬂi

3

wWater sarvice In the Plan areq s provided by fhree ogencies: ihe Placer County Woler Agency T‘H‘ L‘I'M
[PCWA). the Truckae-Donner Public Utiity District (TDPUD). and the Northsiar Community Services ff
D-ist‘k‘_r{CED], e S = P AR NETCTLCParoC BRI LV=iTS BERE T = s e o iy e
PCWA and TDPUD exiract groundwotber for their source of potable water and do net cumently| gy
rely on surface waler sources. MNorthstar CSD uses a combinalion of suface waler souwrces from fﬂl"'
springe, which are incoted within the Morfhstar development, and groundwater, The reader & 5
referad to Seclion 47 (Hydrology and Waiter Guaiity) regarding suface and groundwater] # D
resources in Martls Valey. dﬂ: '

Praces CouWT WaTER AGENCY D-29

The Placer Counly Water Agency [PCWA] was crected in 1957 by o special oct of the Slate
Legsiatue, entited “Flocer County Watar Agency Ack”  Ths Act gives PCWA specid
Counbywide authorty, with o broad Agency-wide powers associatad with water. The boundany
af PCWA encompasses over 1,500 square miles and i identical In temitory 1o the Cournty of
Plocar. POWA B alse designated os o ocol agency ond an independent “speclal district”
encompassirg all of Placer County.

PCWA has o sarvice area In the Plan areq, which s called Zona 4, Ieeated south of Tuckse and
aost of the Truckee River. Zone 4 includes the existing Lahontan | development and the oreas
approxdmately 4% squeore miles arsund Lohonton Laird B, including the proposad Hoplkins Ronch,
Eaglewond, Siler Ranch, and Waddle Ranch.

The Flacer County Water Agancy has confrocied wilh the TDPUD far weater system operafions
and mointenanca in the Lahonton subdivision. FCWA provioes he domesiic waler seqvice to
this subclivision. Tne Tone 4 system Includes bea wels, a storage fank and o pipeling distribulion
gystem, The Zore 4 system was installed by the Lahaontan devaloprment ond dedicated to

PCWA.
Martis Valey Community Plan Updae i
Draff Environmental iImpact Reporf May 2002
4.11-38
m:;tllsE r\]/\/e;:loer?/mce??arﬂunlty PtIaFl{n Update Placer County
mpact Report May 2003

3.0-92



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR
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supply boundaries. There are 27 pump stalians with a fotal of 54 pumps. including: 12 well
pumps; 40 booster pumps: and 14 hycropneumnafic system pumps.

Slorage Facillfles

There are 26 storage fonks In the TOPUD woler system with a total copacity of approsdmataty
& 235,000 galions. All of the fonks, except one, are corstructed of steel, ilher weldad or bolted.
The Airpert Tank & constructed of concrete. In oddifion, there is ong elevabed tank that sits
gisaul 40 feet above the ground on o steel fower.

Treatment Focililies

&inca the TDPUD relies solely on generally high qudlity groundwoler sources, extensive fraatment
is not required. With one exceplion, the only reatment process used s chlofdne dsinfaction.
el of the TOPUD s sources Include chioriration fociities though seme ara makeshill installations
locoied in the well buidings. Al but ore of the chiorination installations uses liquid sodium
hypochiorte solulion with one gas chiorine installation.

MioRTHSIAR COmMMUNTT SERviCES DETRICT

Northstar Community Services District [C30) provides domestic waler service to The Morthstar-ot-
Tahoe rasort cammunity. The waler saurces orginale from fwo natural springs, Sowmil Aot and
Big Spring, and one manmads reservair with 180 acre-feal (aof] of storoge. The total spring
praduction for low water yeors is esfimaled lo be 638 acre-fest-annually {ofal. based on
minimumrecorded spring fows. The springs loeated within Morbetar-al-Tahoe discharge directly
io the surface whether or not the water & used for domestic purposes.  Exsting spring sources
have declined in response ta balow normal precipitation pattems.  Additionaily, Morthstar-ol-
Tohoe has two wells localed within the golf course. The second wall wes drifled in fhe surmmer of
2001 and 5 not yol in operation.  The residenfia. commercial, golf couse and ski hil
[snowmaking] wses in Morfhstar regquing water, The goif course is on its own separabe well system,
which it Iscated within the golf course.  The new well [s located in the 7 foirway of the: golf
course [MockKenzle. 2001).

R0 000-goton storage torks in Reservolr C, which are

fEiidcs m ored arom-eppaximate slevation of 6,500 fae cHtorT
I-rriillian geillan starage fonks in Resenvoir [T ETE seigtrlad obove the Big Spri elopment
/MIE'W ol opproximate levalierofS700 feet. CSD has one 180-ocre T
3 s o TS Tighltines, sriow miaking, and emengency water supples (MacKenzie, 2001).
e within the Northstar is treated through the existing C5D freat St the
- 2 srwoir and/for Big Springs.

The use of pressure reducing yob E =5 sevaral preswne zones. This provides system
prassuras in the ronge-ety saslorage i located to the south of the
Ski Troi-Srrmominiems. and consists of hwo sleel tanks with Tfesal copocity of tyvo millon

galons. Most fransmision and dishibution mains are lnecied along Big SpTE

Fulure infrastruciure

Mew devalopmant within the resert community of Morfhsior-at-Tahos will De served By existing AN e AN
woter suppiies, wells and purmps.  Exisling supply lines are sized to accommodate plonned
development. Mew pipes wil be insfalled along road rghis-ofway to supply the fulure| [ a,

Martis Voley Communidy Fian Updale Placer Coundy
Dvaft Environmental Impoct Report Moy 2002
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develapment areds within the cemmunity, ncluding the Northstar Vilogs expansion. employes
housing and future residential development.

r':',:” _ Fetburepians include on upgrada o the existing woter reatment plant, o fhird weil at the

&_H'Jt'?‘ ud-gu of the devaloprme song Slgte Roule 247, and o new storgga tas erTETTEGInlE Tha
et 2774 woter preswure problems in Unit 7 (Overook PIRSs=Fresitings lank & plannad for consiniction

sl SRS [h gt oeafion of he dorage lank has nol yerteees-dalami

Historical Water Usage

Historical waler usage & summarzed in Table 4,11-3. These colculalions inclede woler lost
hraugh lzoks or braoks,

Tane4.11-3
MorrustAR HISTOMCAL WATER Use (1788 - 1990)

T e T R | TUse | WE = T #fﬁ' s W
Domastie and Commeseial AR | 230 AR[GRGL. | D4 g5 ([ Soe
Galf Couwse 21% AF 245AF(1988] | ok gk (.
Snowmaking ~Fehf e AFPE—] 2 |9 q=
ToraL _AP0-AF— 129 130T
Sowsa: Morthsior 50 (Lochidgs, 00 3.-.?? 4F

0-3

41142 REGULATGRY FRAMEWORE FOR WATER SERVICES
STAFE
Drinking Waler Standards

Dirinking woter slandords are defined in varous chapters of Title 22 of the Coffomia Code af
Regulalions [CCR). Several revisions are curmently proposed and under review thot would bring
the CCR info compliance with the Federal Intedm Enhanced Surface Water Tractment Rule
ESWTR} ond the Stage | Deinfeclanls and Disinfection Byproduck Ruse [DBPR).  These
reguiations are cdminitened by the Califomio Department of Health Sarvices (DH3].

Soncie Bill ($B) 410 ond Assembly Bill (AB) 701

During Ihe 2001 regular session of the Stale Legisiature. 58 &10 and AR 910 - Water Supply
Flanning were signed and became effeciive Januvary 1, 2002, 58 610 amends Publc Resources
Code section 711519, requiing any BR, negative declralion. or mitigoted negabve
declarafion for a qualifying proiect to include carsultation with affecled water supply ogencies
jcurant law cpples only to NOPs), 5B 410 also amends the following: Waler Code 104656 and
10657 to restict state funding for agencies Ihat fall to submit their wibon water management
plan to the Deporiment of Waler Resource; Waler Code secfion 10910 1o describe the water
supply cssesment thot must be underfake for projects referred under PRC seclion 211519,
nciuding an analysis of groundwater supplies. Waler agencies would be given 9 days from he
start of consultation inwhich to provide o water swupply assessment of the CEQA lsad agency:
waler Coge saction 10910 woud also specify the circurmstonces under which a project for
which o wales supply ossestrmen! wos once prepared would be required to abtain ancother
asassment. AB 710 amends Water Code section 10631, exponding the contents of the urban

Placer County Mariis Valley Communily Plan Update
May 2002 Draft Environmental impact Report
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NORTHSTAR COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT
COMMENTS ON MARTIS VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN
SUBMITTED MAY 23, 2002.

1) Request that the Proposed “Land Use” modification for Section 31 be denied:
Proposed Land Use, as shown on Fig_1 of the Plan submitted May 23, 2002 modifies
the land use of Section 31, NW quadrant from “Open Space” to “Low Density
Residential”.

Maorthstar Community Services District takes exception to this modification,
particularly as the landowner has indicated an unwillingness to provide the general
public trails through a portion of this land. We request that this modification not be
instituted as:

i) All previous submittal of the plan alternatives prior to the May 23, plan
indicated that the land within this section would remain predominantly
open space, No discussion on changing this designation ocourred during
the public sessions, and Planning indicated informally that this land was to
remain open space. D32

ii) This land is adjacent 1o lands within the Northstar area, and to the Martis
Dam properties of the Corps of Engineers. The public enjoys access to the
Corps Properties, and Northatar Community Services District has
contracted to install and maintain trails throughout the trail properties in
Martis Valley. Residents and visitors of Northstar have regularly used this
portion of Section 31 as access to the Corps lands, with all enjoying the
riparian area trails that exist within it.

iii) Figure 3, “Recreation Sites Parks and Trails” shows trails through this
section.

iv) Goal 1.G: To preserve and enhance open space lands to maintain the
Matural Resources of the County.

v) Goal 1.H: To preserve open space for outdoor recreation purposes.

vi) Goal 7.E: To develop a system of interconnected . trails.

vii) Policies 7.E.4 describes the obligation of the county to require proponents
of new developments to dedicate land for trails through their subdivisions.

viii) The Policies linked to these Goals appear to set the interest of the
general public above that of the landowner,

2) Use of the Northstar | ShafTer connector Roadway: This “emergency use”
roadway should be available for general public pedestrian use including walking, D-33
biking, and cross county sking.

i) All Committee members agreed to this when the issue of the installation and
use of the connector was voted upon at the public meeting,
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LETTER D:

Response D-1

Response D-2

Response D-3

Response D-4

Response D-5

Response D-6

Response D-7

Response D-8

Response D-9

Response D-10

Response D-11

Response D-12

PAUL ROUSER, NORTHSTAR COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT

Responses to these comments are provided in Response to Comments D-3
through -31.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment C-3 and Master Response
3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Analysis)

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Analysis).

The commentor’s statement regarding prohibiting development east of SR 267
associated with the Sierra Pacific Industries property is noted and wil be
forwarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for consideration. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR were received, no further response is
required.

The commentor’s statement regarding development east of SR 267 associated
with the Sierra Pacific Industries property is noted and will be forwarded to the
Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for
consideration. Fire protection service and wildland fire impacts associated
with subsequent development under the proposed Martis Valley Community
Plan are addressed on Draft EIR pages 4.11-7 through -17.

Traffic impacts to SR 267 and the need for widening is addressed on Draft EIR
pages 4.4-39 through -61. The commentor is also referred to Master Response
3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic Analysis).

Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a specifically requires the establishment of a
capital improvement program for required traffic improvements identified in
Tables 4.4-20 through 4.4-25 of the Draft EIR to maintain acceptable levels of
service defined by the Town of Truckee, Placer County and the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency (Draft EIR pages 4.4-51 through -56). The
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Response D-13

Response D-14

Response D-15

Response D-16

Response D-17

Response D-18:

commentor is also referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment D-12.

The commentor’s suggestion is noted and will be forwarded to the Placer
County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. The
commentor is referred to Response to Comment D-12.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment D-12.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Analysis).

Draft EIR pages 4.11-13 specifically identifies proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan policies 6.H.9, 6.H.13, 6.H.14, 6.H.17 and 6.H.21 that require
County coordination with the Northstar Community Services District (NCSD) Fire
Department regarding the adequacy of fire protection and safety for
development projects as well as requiring that new development meet NCSD
standards for fire protection.

Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

= Page 4.11-2 (under Northstar Community Services District/Northstar Fire
Department (CSD)), the following text changes are made:

N ORFHSTAR —COMMUNIY—SERVICES— DISTRICHNORFHSHAR—FIRE—DERARTMENT—(CSD)

NORTHSTAR COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT FIRE (NCSD FIRE)

This Northstar Community Services District (CSD) covers six square miles and has a
seasonal service population ranging from 500 to 18,000. The Northstar Fire Department,
which is part of CSD, has one fire station. This station is located north of the intersection
of Northstar Drive and Big Springs Drive within the Northstar-at-Tahoe resort area and is
staffed by eight full-time and 20 part-time personnel. At least 90 percent of the staff is
gualified as Emergency Medical Technician | (EMT ). This department operates three
pumper trucks and one ladder truck. Response times are typically within four minutes
because of its location within Northstar-at-Tahoe. Funding for CSD comes entirely from
property tax revenue (Bartolini, 2001).

The Northstar Community Services District covers approximately six
square miles. It includes approximately 1500 residences, a commercial
Village, and the Northstar at Tahoe Resort, the ski mountain and
associated summer and winter facilities. Its population varies from
approximately 500 to 12,000. NCSD Fire has one fire station located on
Northstar Drive. It provides fire safety and paramedic services to the
community. The paramedic program in place with medical response to
all _residences, commercial facilities, the Ski Mountain and trails.
Ambulance service is provided through agreements with TFPD. NCSD Fire
is staffed by nine full time and four seasonal employees. Of the 13, five
are paramedics, and the balance are certified Emergency Medical
Technicians (EMTs). The Department operates one platform truck, and
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Response D-19:

Response D-20

Response D-21:

Response D-22:

Response D-23:

Response D-24

Response D-25:

Response D-26:

Response D-27:

one wildlands truck and two structural trucks, in _addition to smaller
equipment. It currently has an average response time of four minutes
and an ISO rating of 3 (Rouser, 2003).”

Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.
= Page 4.11-8 (fifth paragraph), the following text changes are made:

“CDF and Northstar Community Services District (CSD) provide only
limited fire protection services within the Plan area. CDF and CSD may
experience impacts as a result of development under this scenario;
however, it is likely that TFPD would compensate for these potential
impacts and deficits as part of their mutual aid agreement. Truckee Fire
Protection District has fire protection requirements and standards for new
development projects, including fire hydrants, fire flow, access and
roadway length, which would mitigate the increased demand for fire
protection services. NCSD Fire will require modifications to its fire station
to handle personnel and equipment increases for the new Village, and
will require a new facility also be constructed and equipped when the
Highlands area is built. Funds for these capital improvements will come
from developer obligations, and from mitigation fees. All _new
construction within the NCSD area will be under existing fire protection
zone ordinances which require parcel and open spaces be cleared of
excess vegetation, and buildings sprinkled and alarmed. Funding for
NCSD Fire is from property taxes (Rouser, 2003). Some of the money
received from these sources is used to pay for future facilities and
equipment as needed.”

The numbering noted on page 4.11-18 is consistent with the text of the Martis
Valley Community Plan. No changes to the Draft EIR are recommended.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

The commentor appears to be confused regarding the format of the Draft EIR.
No changes to the Draft EIR are recommended.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. This comment will be forwarded to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.
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Page 4.11-42 (second paragraph under “Northstar Community Services
District”), the following text changes are made:

CSD has five storage and distribution reservoirs for potable and raw
water. Potable water is stored and distributed by two 1-million gallon
storage tanks named Reservoir “C” which are located in the Ski Trails
Condominium area at an approximate elevation of 6,500 feet and two
280-million gallon storage tanks named Reservoir “D” located above the
Big Springs development at an approximate elevation of 6,700 feet. An
earth fill impoundment named Reservoir “A” stores approximately 180
acre feet of raw water collected from Sawmill Flat springs and is used
primarily for snow making, fire suppression systems in the upper areas and
as emergency water supplies for the treatment facility (Rouser, 2003).

CSD has 2 280,000-gallon storage tanks in Reservoir C, which are located in the Ski Trails
Condominium area at an approximate elevation of 6500 feet. Additionally, there are
two 1-million gallon storage tanks in Reservoir D, which is located above the Big Springs
development at approximate elevation of 6,700 feet. CSD also has one 180-acre
storage reservoir that they use for fire fighting, snow making, and emergency water
supplies (MacKenzie, 2001).

Page 4.11-42 (fourth paragraph under “Northstar Community Services
District”), the following text changes are made:

Pressure reducing stations provide five pressure zones in the range of 60
to 120 psi throughout the community. All potable water within the
Northstar area is treated through the existing 1.7 mqgd treatment plant.

Response D-28: Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

Page 4.11-43 (first paragraph), the following text changes are made:

Future plans include upgrades to the existing water treatment plant,
locating and developing a third well system at the north_edge of the

storage-tankis-planned-for-construction-in-summer2002. boundaries and
integrating a fourth well system mid-mountain named Comstock.
Proposals for Reservoirs “E” to provide water to the proposed Employee
Housing and Reservoir “F” to provide additional supplies and pressure for
Unit 7 are in the planning stages. The-eExact locations of the storage
tanks have has not yet been determined (Rouser, 2003). ((Maeckenzie;

2001).

Response D-29: Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

Page 4.11-38 (first paragraph under “Existing Conditions”), the following
text changes are made:
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“Water service in the Plan area is provided by three agencies: the Placer
County Water Agency (PCWA), the Truckee-Donner Public Utility District
(TDPUD), and the Northstar Community Services District (CSD). Hewever;
new-development-in-the Plan-areawould-be-served-by PCWA. Both
PCWA and TDPUD extract groundwater for their source of potable water
and do not currently rely on surface water sources.”

Response D-30: Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

= Page 4.11-42 (under Future Infrastructure), the following text changes are
made:

“New development within the resort community of Northstar-at-Tahoe will
be served by the existing and planned water supplies, wells and pumps.”

Response D-31: Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.
= Page 4.11-43 (Table 4.11-3), the following text changes are made:

TABLE4.11-3
NORTHSTAR HISTORICAL WATER Ust (1988 — 20004990)

Average Use Maximum Use

Domestic and Commercial 199249 AF 232280 AF (2000)

Golf Course 219 AF 245 AF (1988)
Snowmaking #2129 AF 122153 AF (1999)
TOTAL 490597 AF

Source: Northstar CSD (Lockridge, 20042)
Response D-32 The commentor is referred to Response to Comment C-3.

Response D-33: Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Impact Analysis).
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Sent By: HP LaserJet 3100; 918 323 79 Aug-19-02  Br544m; Paga 2
' Letter E :
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION '
DISTRICT 8, SACRAMENTD AREA OFFICE
Venturs Ouks -MS 16
PO, BOX B42574 Flex yoiur gouser!
BACBAMENTO, OA B4274-0001 Ba anergry afficiant/

FHONE (918) 274-0638
FAX (916) 2740648
TTY (630) T41-4508

August 19, 2002

02ZPLADOSS

SCH 2001072050

Martia Valley Community Updata
Draft Environmental Impact Report
03PLADSS

Me. Lori Lawrence

Flacer County Planning Department
11414 B Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Ma. Lawrence:

Thank you for the o mortuﬂtymmmnntmﬁnhhm;vulﬁycﬁmmmty i
Update. These cemments are in addition to our previous taﬂnr dated July 23, 2002
{enclosed). Our comments are as follows: :

¢ The Level of Service (LOS) standard that was used for two-lane highway
segments is not appropriate. Page 4.4-21 refers to a Placer County standard of
25,000 ADT as capacity. Although SE 267 ia relatively flat between Nmthatu:f
and Truckes, that ameant of traffic only operates acceptably on two lanes
highways with typical commuter peaks. In this area, the recreational peaks will
continue ta be the busiest times, and they are a much greater percentaga of thie
ADT than typical commuter peaks. The roadway segmenta shpuld be analyzed
based on peak hour volumes, not ADT's. In addition, the long grade on the
Bypass alignment must be taken into consideration. From the future volumes:
that are presented in this report, for all of the land use alternatives, it still
appears to be necessary to plan for four through lanes oni SR 267, from I-80 t.o

Northstar Drive.

s The traffic projections indicate that the Scaring Way extension to the SR 267/
Brockway Road intersection was not assumed. This extension would be a very:
popular way to get to the airport area, appeara to be relatively asy to construct,
and should be assumed to be in place before the ¥ear 2021.

"Caltrans improves mebility acrow Callfernio®

E-2
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Sent By: HP Laserdet 3100; BB 323 TEED | Aug-18-02 ﬂ_:EHuH; Page 3

Sl Lasi Tctivatiod ™
July 23, 2002
Page 2of 3

It should be noted that loft turn movements will ba allowad from the axisting |
castbound off-ramp to the existing SR 267, after the Bypass is completed. This E-3
left turn movement was assumed to be prohibited in previous traffic studies m

this area.

s At the future SR 267 intersection with the I-80 waa’thcmnd ramps, the plan is to
build a loop on-ramp in the firture. This would eliminate for dual l&ﬂ:tum]mue
to the westbound cn-ramp, as recommended in this report. |

E-4

s At the SR 267/ Brockway Road and tha SR 267/ Airport Road interssctions, t.hla
report recommends the construetion of free right turn lanes; Providing dual nght e-5
turn lanas, instead of free right turn lanes, should be mnni.daradnsamrthsr

alternative.

= At the SR 267/ Nﬂrﬁ:.ﬂtar Drive intersection, it appears ti:f be nevessary to plan
for two through lanes in each direction on the highway. This alternative should E-6
be analyzed and the minimum lengths of sach lane shuru.ld be estimated. :

« At the SR 287/ SR 28 intersection, this raport recommends a free right turn lana
from SE 28 to SR 267. Freenghtturmmu.&unﬂrnntptnctimlmdmlupad_ ET
areas such as this, buta right turn lane on SR 28 does appear to be necessary.
Providing dual left turn lanes on the north leg of this intersection nhuuld also be

considerad.

Please provide Caltrans with a copy of any further actions rmrd.mg this project. | Lt'
you have any questions regarding these comments, pIaaue contect Cathy Chapin at
(918) 274-0640.

Sincorely,

[ 1VE ] Ve

JEFFREY PULVERMAN, Chief
Office of Regional Planning

Eneclogure

O Katia Schulte Joung

“Calfrane improsss mebility arroos Califeenie®
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LETTER E:

Response E-1

JEFFREY PULVERMAN, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Level of service along the roadways along SR 267 in the Town of Truckee are
based upon a peak-hour peak-direction threshold developed by Prism
Engineering for the Nevada County Transportation Commission, as stated on
Page 4.4-25 of the Draft EIR. However, the LOS along roadway links was
estimated using the ADT thresholds provided in the Placer County General Plan
Background report. For comparison, the level of service along the critical
roadways in Placer County was conducted using the Highway Capacity Manual
methodologies, per the direction of Jim Brake (Caltrans, District 3). A
comparison of the results using the two methodologies is provided in Table 3.0-4.

As Table 3.0-4 indicates, the Placer County thresholds result in LOS that is more
conservative than the Nevada County thresholds but less conservative than the
Highway Capacity Manual methodologies. However, the County believe that
the HCM "rural two-lane highway" is not an appropriate means of measuring LOS
in a resort area like the Truckee — Tahoe region. This methodology is based on
the percent of travel time that drivers follow another vehicle. However, in a
resort area such as this, few drivers actually expect to be traveling for any length
of time in the peak summer or peak winter without following another car. The
observed volumes on regional roadways therefore substantially exceed the
capacities identified under this methodology.

The Nevada County LOS Criteria Study (Prism Engineering, December 7, 2000)
concluded that under certain circumstance the HCM methodologies for two-
lane highways is not applicable. This conclusion was drawn by comparing the
HCM-calculated LOS to the observed LOS along 16 locations in Nevada County.
In some cases the observed capacity was a LOS A/B, while the calculated LOS
was LOS E. As the Placer County thresholds result in more conservative results
than the Nevada County thresholds, it can be concluded that the Placer
County thresholds are acceptable.

TABLE 3.0-4
COMPARISON OF ROADWAY LOS METHODOLOGIES ASSUMING A TWO-LANE SR 267

Roadway Segment

Two- Peak-

Way Hour LOS per ALdoigg(rj
Peak- | Peak- ADT Placer Nejvada
Hour | Directio County Sl
Traffic | n Traffic Thresholdsiy oo LY
Volume| Volume

SR 267 - 1-80 to Brockway Road 2,709 1,481 |27,360 F B D
SR 267 - Brockway Road to Schaffer Mill Road 4,534 2,468 (37,180 F F F
SR 267 - Schaffer Mil Road to Waddle Ranch

Acoess 3,349 1,677 (27,460 F C F
SR 267 - Waddle Ranch Access to Northstar Drive 3,029 1,569 |24,838 E B F
SR 267 - Northstar Drive to Brockway Road 2,251 1,194 |15,310 E Note 1 F

Note 1: Nevada County thresholds not applicable to this segment due to steep grades.
Note 2: Bold indicates methodology used in EIR for specific segment.
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Response E-2

Response E-3

Response E-4

Response E-5

Response E-6

Response E-7

As the Soaring Way extension is not currently planned or funded, it was not
assumed in the 2021 analysis. However, the Proposed Land Use Diagram traffic
analysis was adjusted to assume that the Soaring Way extension is in place (see
Master Response 3.4.10, Adequacy of the Traffic Analysis). If it is built, under the
“No Schaffer Mill Road Connections” alternative, an addition northbound
through lane and westbound left/through shared lane would be required at the
SR 267 / Brockway Road / Soaring Way intersection in order to maintain an LOS
D. In addition, the SR 267 / Airport Road intersection would require one less
southbound through lane on SR 267 to maintain an adequate LOS.

At the onset of the traffic analysis, the plans for the SR 267 indicated that left-
turns would be prohibited at this intersection. However, the reanalysis of the
Proposed Land Use Diagram does assume left-turns are permitted at this
location (see Master Response 3.4.10, Adequacy of the Traffic Analysis). The
analysis also indicates that a traffic signal would be needed to mitigate LOS,
based upon the model-assigned traffic. However, it is more likely that less traffic
would exit 1-80 to SR 89 north via this exit in the future in the absence of a signal
than the model assigned. In other words, if the delays at this intersection are
greater than the delays at the signalized SR 267/1-80 eastbound intersection,
traffic would shift and exit 1-80 at the SR 267 / 1-80 eastbound intersection,
thereby providing better LOS conditions at this intersection than indicated in the
analysis.

Comment noted. If the loop ramp is constructed, dual left-turn lanes would not
be required at the SR 267 / 1-80 westbound ramp intersection.

Comment noted. Dual right-turn lanes would mitigate the LOS problems at
these locations. However, this design alternative would widen the intersection.

The LOS at the SR 267/Northstar Drive intersection was re-calculated under the
Proposed Land Use Diagram with “No Schaffer Mill Road Connections” with two
through lanes in each direction along SR 267. The LOS at this intersection
improved to a LOS C during the winter (the critical time period) under this
configuration. It was determined that the northbound left-turn and right-turn
lanes would need to be approximately 300 feet long and the southbound left-
turn and right-turn lanes would need to be approximately 400 feet long in order
to provide proper storage such that a right or left-turning vehicles are not
blocked from entering a turn lane due to through queues.

Comment noted. However, the reanalysis of the Proposed Land Use Diagram
analysis indicates that a free right-turn lane would no longer be required at the
SR 267/SR 28 intersection (see Master Response 3.4.10, Adequacy of the Traffic
Analysis).
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FAUG-19-2082 B8:117 MEV. CO, PLAMNING DEFT, =38 255 1798 P.@2-11

Letter F

COUNTY OF NEVADA

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY
950 MAIDU AVENUE NEVADA CITY, CA  95959-8617
(530) 265-1222 PAX(530) 265-1272 www.conevadi.ca.uvcda

EMVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AUILDMNG DEFARTMENT E

PLANKING ENT
PHCNE (530) 265-1440 PHOINE (530) 2851452 PHONE (5:30) J65-1444 PHOME (5309 2651362
FAX (330) 265-1798 FAX (330 265. 7098 FAX (530 265-1272 PAX (539 263.1798
August 19, 2002 Sent via FAX and E-mail
Hard Copy to Follow
Mir. Fred Yeager
Placer County Planning Director
11414 "B™ Avenue
Auburn, CA

SUBJECT: Draft EIR for the Martis Valley Community Plan

Diear Fred:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft for the Martis Valley Community Plan for
Placer County. Planning staff has reviewed the document, and offers the following comments:

General Comment

The DEIR is an extremely complex document, and very difficult to review due to the lack of
approprizte mapping. Better analysis for the entire Martis Valley is necessary and should be | Fo1
provided in the DEIR, Impacts to housing, traffic and transportadon, and environmental
impacts would be better described by including comprehensive graphics.

L]

Population, Houzing, Employment

= The discussion on population and housing is impossible to follow without appropriate
mapping of the census tracts. The discussion jomps from the existing Martis Valley Plan to F-2
1990 and 2000 Census numbers, providing a discussion on 2000 Census Tracts but without

mapping to guide the reviewer.

Providing seasonal as well as low and moederate housing is a significant impact that must be
viewed a3 a regional issue. Please provide mapping to accompany the analysis deseribed in
this section. The lack of affordable housing will creats regional impacts throughout the

Martis Valley region. The proposed Plan reliance on 20% permanent ocoupancy assumption £
in the traffic model (pags 4.2-17), jobs to housing ratio assumption, and for development of
affordable housing is inappropriate and presenis a skewed analysis of growth. If, indesd,
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ALG-15-2882 @3:18 MEJ. CO. PLAMNING DEFT. 538 265 1758 P.oB3-1d

Martis Valley Community Plan DEIR
Pape 2 of 10

these numbers should prove out over time, the impacts to the Town of Truckee and to the
unincorporated areas of Mevada County must be taken into account in the analysis, as
commuting to lower elevations during the winter months is frequently difficult.

While Nevada County applands the proposed Mitigation Measure 4.2.2 which would require
each housing development to construct 5 percent of the units to very low income houssholds,
and 3 percent (o low income households, wording which allaws the developer to pay an in
lieu fee where “it is not feasible” will allow the chronic affordable housing problem in the
area o continue over time. This will not reduce the impact to less than significant. :

Hydrology

The proposed mitigation for water quality impacts fall short of achieving necessery goals for
protection of the surface water resources of Martis Valley. All development should require
an engineered erosion control plam, with follow-up inspections. Wording such as
“appropriate and feasible mitigation meuasures” and “the County shall encourage the
protection and preservation of...” do nothing to ensure the protection of the sensitive

resources within the valley.

Performance standards for elimination of erosion hazards and protection of riparian and
stream corridors required of all development should be included in the Martis Valley
Community Flan, Terminology such as “feasible™ and “the County shall encourage...” are
not strong enough mitigation measures to protect this scenic and scnsitive habitat, BMP's
and CHAMP's are frequently approved for development projects which provide only weak
mitigation, at best, and allow not cnly cumulative degradation, but also permanent damage
to these public resources. The Martis Valley Community Plan should provide specific

performance standards to protect both wildlife and water resources.

Groundwater

Impacts to groundwater resulting from chemicals and fertilizers for landscoping and golf
course management are not covered in any meaningful way in the Draft EIR. A monitoring
program, a2 well a ground water hydrological impact report should be required of any large
development proposing construction within the Martis Valley. The Martis Valley Aquifer is
a resource for several jurisdictions. Impacts to ground water, once discovered, are costly end
frequently permanent. Placer County should take a more visible role in protecting this
important aquifer. The mitigation measures for the potentially significant impacts to
groundwater quality do little to reduce the impacts to less than significant.

Biology
« The timing and relgtionship berween future development in the Martis Valley and future

conservation planning through the Federal Habitat Conservation Planning or the State’s
Matural Communitics Conservation Planning processes are very impartant. As currently
propased, the timing and location of future development could foreclose future options for
protecting listed species, nen-listed but declining species, their habitat, breeding areas, and

F-3

cont'd
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AE-19-2002 89019 MEW. CO. FLRNHING DEPT. 530 265 1758 P.0d-11
Manis Valley Community Plan DEIR
Page 3 of 10

food fiems. Habitat arces for individual species and large ecosystem conservation for a suite
or community of species is affected by location, size, quality, and type of area protected.
Habitat needs vary from species to species. The type of development allowed under the Es&
proposed Martis Valley Community Plan could inhibit future recovery of the 32 species, cont'd
including the Lahontan Cutthroat Trout, that are considered species of special concern and
potentially occur within the Planning erea.  The conservation of thess 32 species is a
daunting task, especially given that necessary biological information for them in this region
of the Siera is lacking. The proposed EIR should discuss this importent issuc.

In addition to the 32 plants and animals that are listed as Special Status species potentially
occurring within the planning area in the DEIR's Table 4.9-1, please concider adding the
following species and discussing the potential impacts:

. Great Basin Rams-hom Snail (Helisoma newberryi newberry) is considered a sensitive
species by the U5, Porest Service. It occurs on the Tahoe and Lassen National Forests in
muddy arces of streams, cspecially near springs, and has been documented to occur in the
Truckee River System.

2. Lahontan Lake Tui Chub (Gila bicolor Pectinifer) is considersd a sensitive species by the
LS. Forest Service and is considered a species of Special Concern by the California
Department of Fish and Game. It eccurs in large lakes of the Lahontan System and has been
documented in Lake Tahoe, Pyramid Lake, Prosser Creek and Rescrvoir, Boca Reservoir,
However, no recent survey data have been compiled. Nor have surveys been completed in the
Martls Valley, 1o my knowladge.

3. Lahomtan Creek Tui Chub (Gila bicolor obesa) is considered a sensitive species by the F8
U.S. Forest Service and is found in lakes, dvers, and crecks of the Lahontan system. Iis
habitat is weedy shallows of large lakes or slow-moving backwaters of large rivers. It has
been documented in the Truckee River and its major iibutaries (Moyle 1976).

4, White-faced Ibis (Plegadis chihi) is a Federal Species of Concern and existing
information indicates it may warrant listing, but substantial biclogical information is lacking.
The Calif. Department of Fish and Game may also consider it a species of special concern.
The Ihis's preferred habitat is freshwater marshes with tules, cattails, or nashes. Individuals
have bzen observed at Martis Creek Reservoir (SFAS, Williams 1997).

5. Redhead (Aythya americana is considered a species of special concem by the Calif.
Depariment of Fish and Game, Its preferred habitat is freshwater marshes with dense
growths of emergent vegetation and open ponds. Individuals have been observed st Boca
Reservoir and Martis Creek Reservoir (SFAS, Williams 1997).

&.Morthern Harrier (Circus cyanens) is considered a species of special concemn by the Calif,
Depariment of Fish and Game. Habitat of the Northern Harrier includes grasslands,
meadows, and marshes. It has been observed to be a rare migrant to high mountain meadows
and great basin scrub in the summer and fall (SFAS).

7. Fermuginous Hawk (Buteo ragalis) is a Federal Species of Concern and existing
information indicates it may warrant listing, but substantial biological information iz lacking.
It is a species of special concem by the Calif. Department of Fish and Game and by the US
Bureau of Land Management. This hawk prefers open terrain in plains where ground
squirrels and other prey items are available. This hawk has been observed in the Martis

Valley.
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8. Western Burrawing Owl (Arhene cunicularia hypugea) is a Federal Species of Concern
and eaisting information indicates it may warmnt listing, but substantial biological
information is lacking. It is a species of special concemn by the Calif. Department of Fish and
Game and by the US Bureau of Land Management. This owl prefers rodent burrows in
sparse grassland. A historical specimen record from near Truckes has been reported

Mduseum of Vartebrate Zoology, UC Berkeley, 2001). E;rr i
9. Loggerhead Shrike (Lamiws ludovicianus) is a species of special concemn by the Calif.
Department of Fish and Game. This shrike is a rare visitor, however, individuals have been
abserved near Truckee and Lake Van Morden (Willizms, 1997).

10. Bank Swallow (Riparia riparia) is listed as threatened under the Calif. Endangered
Species Act. This swallow nests in bluffs or banks, usually adjacent to water, where the soil
consists of sand or sandy loam to allow digging. Single individuals have been observed at
Boca Reservair, Prosser Creek Reservair, and Martis Creek Reservoir. (Williams, 1997).

The DEIR should note that the Sierra Nevada Snowshoe hare has specimen records from neer
Spruce, Truckee, and along Sagehen Creek (Museum of Vertebrate Zoology, UC Berkeley, 10
2001). Also, the Sierra Nevada mountain beaver has been documented along triburaries of
the Truckea River including Juniper Creek and Mystic Canyon, and along upper Sagehen

Creek (Muscum of Vertebrate Zoology, UC Berkeley 2001).

Page 4.9-33 of the DEIR discusses wildlife corridors and states that "3 major undeveloped
open space comidors remain in the Plan area (see Figure 4,9-5)." In order to help us
understand the full impacts of the proposed Plan to wildlifz movement, additicnal

information about the designated wildlife comidors needs 1o be provided including the width F-11
of the corridors; the connectivity of the corridors (i.e. what habitat aress do the comidors
connect?); and evidence that the corridors will provide adequate shelter and sufficient food
supplies to support wildlife species during migration. A list of species that are expected to
utilize the corrdors would also be helpful.

Figure 4.9-5 shows the provision of 3 wildlife corridors: each providing movement in a north
to south direction. The westem corridor will be cut off to the north by the proposed
residential development on the Martis Valley Associates LLIC property and the Fi2
DMB/Highlands Group LLC property. The eastern corridor iz bisected by Highway 267.
How will the wildlife cross this Highway? What impacts will increased traffic have on
wildlife movement? Why are no wildlife comidors provided to allow movement in an east-

west direction?

Figure 4.9-5, Open Space Corridors, of the DEIR depicts the “General Colocation Of Known
Critical Fawning Areas™. Figure 4.12-2, Visual Impacts of Proposed Land Use, indicates that
the general area of the Criticel Fawning Area is owned by Trimont and shows it as planned
for “Development™. Page 4.2-3 of the DEIR indicates that the Placer County has identified FA3
the Trimaont parcel(s) and other areas a3 capable of substantizl development. The Trimont
Land Company owns 5,955 acres and their potential development capecity has been
identified at 2,636 dwelling units. This indicates that the Known Critical Deer Fawning Area
will likely be develaped at some future time, in & manner consistent with the MVCP.
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However, the DEIR does not asséss the potential impacts to the Known Critieal Deer
Fawning Area, nor are mitigation measures for these potential impacts provided, cont'd

The proposed Martis Valley Plan along with other activities not asszssed in the Plan such as
logging, road widening, and the development of new ski and golf areas will directly and
indirectly impact a variety of wildlife habitat as shown on the Table A, Habitat Impacted,

below.

Table A. Habitat Impacted
Combined Hakatar Type

Existing | Acres Acres Acrey % Tatal
Acreage | impacted | impacted | impacred | Habitat

of Habitat | by by Estate | by impacted
Type Develop- | Eorest develop
(2] (F) ment in

S tion (3}

Mixed Coniferous Forsst | 15,732 | 2,004 1,194 |817 95% P4
“Red Fir Forest 4.247 57 4179 |6 99%
Montane Meadow 1,454 156 725 306 7%
| Montane Chaparral 423 16 i 15 $6%

Great Basin Sape Serub 996 31 12 426 7%
Riparian Serub 97 91 2.5 9T%

Ruderal 491 21 413 94%
| Open Waler {Lake) Bl4
Suream/Riverine 200
Existing Development 1,064

Total acres in Flan arca | 25,558

<1%

L= L2 =11 3
=

Footnotes;
{1} Devslopment refers to the direct removal of habitat through the construction of 3,132 acres of high,
mediom, and low density residential; 1066.7 ecres of rural and forest residential, 44 acres of Professional
Office and General Commercial; 49.6 acres of Tourist Commercial; and 30.6 acres of public service
development. For purposes of the table below, the torm impacted refers to the loss, fragmentztion, or
long-term degradation of biological functional habitat values and associated physical processes nesded 1o
support those values for the species listed in DEIR's Table 4.9-1, and other local wildlife species. All
numerical values in the Teble below were derived from Figure 4.9-6 of the DEIR.
{21 The MV CP Forest (F) Estate Development described on pags 25 of the Plan will result in the logs,
fragmentation, and long-term degradation of habitat by allowing fand uses such as commercial timber
production, ski related fasilities (resorts), institutional and commerelal campgrounds, public wtility and
safety facilitiss, and estate homes on large parcels,
{3} The proposed MVCP provides approximately 3,660 acres of Open Space and allows thess arzas 1o be
developed for the fallowing vees: Logging/Industrial Tree Plantations, Trails and trail-heads, Golf
courses, Ski areas. Sports fields (tennis, sofiball) and playgrounds, Unility infrastructure including water
wells, roads, and storage tanks, and Wildlife habitat. In the table below, we assumed that approximately
50% of the designated open space area would provide biclogically functional wildlife habirar,
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The DEIR should identify the vegetation classification system used to develop the
description of habitat types in Section 4.9 and Figure 4.9-2. The DEIR appears (o usc an
older vegetation classification system developed by Barbour, although this is not clear based

on the information provided. The Holland (1986) and Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf (1995) F-15
systems are gencrally preferred by professional biologists and reviewing agencies because
they are easily “cross-walked” to the California Wildlife Habitat Relationships Model
(Mayer & Laudens|ayer 1988) and because these systems were developed using more recent

infarmation.

Figure 4.9-2 presents a map of Vegetation Associations and indicates that 22 different
ecological associations exist in the Martis Valley including Bitterbrush, Basin Sagcbrush,
Western Juniper, Eastside Fine, Lodgepole Pine, Mixed Conifer, Subalpine Conifers, White
Fir, Huckleberry Oak, Snowbrush, Montane Mixed Chaparral, Annual Grass, Wet Meadows, E-18
Perennial Grass, Mixed Meadow, Red Fir Forest, Willow Ripaiian, Quaking Aspen,

Willow/Aspen, Water/Lacustrine, and Stream/Riverine, This diversity of vegetation
associations located in the Valley is unique and together they constiture an exceprional
community asscrnblage and provide a diversity of topographical and elevational gradients,
which are eritical for the provision of wildlife corridors and overall conservation.

The DEIR s treatment and analysis of potential impacts to the Great Basin Sage Scrub could
be improved by recognizing the high guality of this habitat type in the Martis Valley and the
significant declines in acreage and conversion this habitat type has experienced in recent
years throughout the Western U.S.  For your convenience, we have included gencral
background information about this habitat type in Appendix __ of this ictier.

F-17

The northemn portion of the Martis Valley is within the jurisdiction of Nevada County and
due to its location near the historic Town of Truckee, it has experienced a signiffcant level of
development and habitat loss and conversion. Nevada County recently completed a
biological and GIS survey of watersheds, including those located in the northern Martis F-8
Valley, called the Natural Resources Report. This report can be found on the internet at

hitp:/idocs.co.ncvada ca.us/dsegi/ds. py View/Collection-2989. This report is incorporated by
reference into these commenis and we hope your Department and other community members
will find it useful as a background and reference document.

Parks and Recreation

& Mevada County encourages the cooperation between Placer County, Nevada County,
TDRFD, the National Forest, and the Town of Truckes in implementing an intcrconnected
system of multipurpose trails. Nevada County is in the process of developing a Non-
Motorized Rural Recreational Trails Master Plan for the County’s unincorporated arsas with
interconnection to the planned trails of these and other jurisdictions.

F-19
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Tranzportation and Circulation

The Nevada County Department of Transportation has submitted no commenis on the Martia F20
Valley Community Flan

Thank you again for the opportunity to review and comment on this important document. If you
have any questions regarding the comments contained in this letter, please contact either Suzanne
Smith, AICP, at 265-1345, or Kateri Harrison, AICP, at 265-7058, of my seaff,

Sincerely,

B,

Mark Tomich, AICP
Planning Director

Attachment

cc: Supervisor Barbara Green, Chair, Nevada County Board of Supervisors
Jesa Montoya, Director, Community Development Agency, Nevada county
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Structural and Ecological Characteristics
What may appear as & monotony of silvery-gray to alive-gresn shrubs in the lowlands east of

Truckee is often a florstically diverse assembl
near the edges of Montane Meadows or in rocky sodls, Antelope bilterbrush and big sagebrush
are the dominant shrubs, but a wide variety of other shrubs, perennial and annual forbs, and
bunchgrasses may be found. Scattered emergent pines and large stands of curl-leal mountain
mzhogany are also common. While all of Nevada and Placer Counties occur within the
California Floristic Province (Hickman 1993), the Great Basin influsnce is apparent in this

tranzitional zonec.

Great Basin Sage Scrub ecosysterns ocour on flats and 3] with , well-drai

alluvium and volcanic zoils of primarily andesitic nﬁgin.ﬁmo}mdsfnmmﬁﬁl;:ﬁ:
elevations, Great Basin Sage Scrub may rensition inte Pine or Mixed-Conifer Forests orinto
Montane Chaparral ecosystems that are often dominated by tobacco brush. Curl-leaf mountain
mnhng;ny often forms pure stands on steep, dry, and rocky slopes (Smith 1994) such as the
voleanic knobs and talus slopes commen in the Truckee River canyon. Great Basin Sage Scrub
ccosystems often occur in roughly the same elevation range as Eastside Pine Forests, between
about 5,100 and 7,500 feet. However, it has also found sbove 8,900 feet on the southwest-facin B

slopes of high peaks.

sage_hn:u.sl! occur where summers re warm to hot and winters are cold and dry: annual
precipitation ranges from 10 inches to 30 inches, primarily as snow (Holland 1986).
Consequently, the shrubs are somewhat more widely spaced than Montane Chaparral shrubs but

high, although taller individuals are commen. On higher, wind-swept slopes and ridges near
Trua[ce:e. slgmds arc often less than 18 inches high, Basins with l'estrict:dl;:.inages c:;: higher
alkalinity give way to pure stands of big sagebrush; a narrow band of sagebrush often surrounds
seasonzlly wet Mentane Meadows, becoming bitterbrush-dominated on higher ground or in the

understory of Fine Forests,

Antelope bitterbrush i an important browse species thar talerates considerable browsin

deer and livestock. Shrubs thar are moderataly browsed when young become tghtly hadi:sl_Mh
which protects them from aver-grazing. Unbrowsed or lightly browsed shrubs are open-crowned
and maore s!.;sc:epnbl.: to damaging aver-grazing and early death (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988).
Antelope bitterbrush reproduces primarily by seed in Celiforia, but seeds have a short period of
viability, ere often infertile from insect damage, killed by late spring freezes, consumed by

rodents, or succumb to drought,

AUG-19-2082  0E: 22 MEU. CO. PLAMNIMG DEPT, 530 265 1738 P.@9ely
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Attachment I
Great Basin Sage Scrub

age of Great Bazin Sage Scrub plants, particularly

Throughout their range in the Great Basin, high desert scrublands of antelope bitterbrush and big

are denser than in drier regions o the east. In Nevada County, the shrubs are generally 2 to 4 feer

Placer County
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particularly when eompeting with grasses. Consequently, years in which many seedlings become
established are rare in Califomia. Stands are ofien even-aged; thus, most plants

become decadent and die without replacement over a short period. Most stands become decadent
at 30 years of age and die out after about 40 or 50 years, but bitterbrush stands aver 125 years
old have been found on deep, well-drained soils (Mayer and Landenslayer 1988),

Antelope bitterbrush may crown-sprout following low intensity fires (Smith 1994), but high
intensity fires are gencrally fatal. Big sagebrush does not crown-sprout sfter fire, and for as much
as 20 year: after fire, burned stands may become dominated by rabbitbrush and grasses. Hot fires
in degraded sites often resuli in a successional community dominated by annual graszes and
forbs. Under light or moderate grazing these ephemeral communities are usually replaced by
perennial bunchgrasses and open stands of shrubs. Following fire, infestation of the noxious
weed, cheatprass, is cormmon in Great Basin Sage Scrub and can increase both fire frequency and
fire intensity; many examples of this can be observed in the Truckee River canyan.

Planr Diversity
The sagebrush scrub near Truckee appears mors Moristically diverse than the mid- to late-zerial

bitterbrush stands. Sagebrush scrub is usually dominated by mountain sagebrush and is
particularly diverss near the complex of vemally wet meadows north of Truckes aleng Highway
89. Characteristic species in the ground layer include colorful forbs such as woolen breeches,
Mutrall’s larkspur, Beckwith's violet, Torrey's blus-syed mary, dwarf chamaesaracha, Holboell's
rock cress, Brewer's lupine, western blue flax, staining collomia, and Sizrra lomatium.

In dense stands of birterbrush the understory may be limited to scattered clumps of Brainerd's
sedge, mountain violet, Tormey®s cryptantha, one-sided bluegrass, and occasional wax currant.
Ponderosa pine and Jeffrey pine trees are common associates of bitterbrush stands, In the steep,
rocky volcanic soils of the Truckes River canyon, bitterbrush and mountain sagebrush often co-
dominate and bath the shrub and herb layers are more diverse. Western serviceberry, curl-leaf
mountain mahogany, western chokecherry, whitestem rabbitbrush, and tobaccobrush are often
common in the shrub layer. Characteristic forbs and bunchgrasses include hoary aster, woolly
mule's-ears, silvery lupine, coyote mint, blazing star, squirreltail, Wright's buckwheat,

Applegate's paintbrush, prickly poppy, and large-flowered collomia,

Plant species with declining population levels found in this habitat type include Plumas ivesia
and Lemmon's clover.

The Great Basin Sage Scrub and the Pine ecosystems east of Truckee are home to a 600-acme
population of the federally rated noxious weed, musk thistle, which was believed to he
introduced on firefighting equipment during the Boca Fire of the 1950s. Several small satellite
occurrences were also observed in the area near Hirschdale. Railroad tracks and interstate
highways are also important vectors for these and other noxious weeds. In these areas east of
Truckee, common noxious weeds and other invasive non-native plants include many spécies
characteristic of the Great Basin, such as spotted knapweed, Dyer's

waoad, Russian thistle, cutleaf nightshade, and tumble mustard, Other commen weeds here
include pigweed, Scotch thistle, bull thistle, field bindweed, tansy, and
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few decades.

Animal Diversity
Cireat Basin Sage Scrub ecosystems provide an impertant source of food, cover, and breeding
habitats for many wildlife species. They are considersd some of the state's most impartant

wintering and fawning habitat for migratory mule deer (Mayer and Landenslayer 1988). While

are often covered by snow in the winter and few specics maintain permanent residence there.
Approximately 90 vertsbrate species occur in Great Basin Sage Scrub ecosystems including 31
mammals, 47 birds, 10 repriles, and two amphibians. This ecosystem provides breeding habitat

for only about 47 of these species.

A variety of small mammals can be common in Great Basin Sage Scrub ecosystems including
desert cottontail, black-tailed jackrabbit, dusky-fooled woodrat, pinyon mouse, desr mouse,
brush mouse, western harvest mouse, and four species of chipmunks. Characteristic reptiles in
these ecosystems are westem fence lizards, sagebrush lizards, western skinks, racers, striped
whipsnakes, gopher snakes, common garter snakes, and westem rattlesnakes.

of raptors such as American kestrels, red-tailed hawks, rough-legged hawks (winter only),
Cooper's hawks, and prafde falcons forage for small birds and mammaels in Great Bazin Sage

bobeats, coyates, and long-tailed weasels.

One animal, Swainson's hawk, has been documentad as a rare, nonbreeding visitor to Great
Basin Sage Scrub ecosystems of Navada County. Other species of concern that may forage in
these ecosystems include northem harier, northem goshawk, ferruginous hawk, golden sagle,
prairie falcon, yuma myotis, long-cared myotis, long-legged myous, and pale Townsend's big-

eared bat.

Distribuition and Srars

feet elevation cast of the Cascade and Sierra Nevada erest from Modoe and Siskiyou counties
south to Inyo County. Seme examples of antelope bitterbrush exist west of the Cascades in
Shesta and Siskiyou counties (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988).

Great Basin Sage Scrub ecosystems are common in the area from Trockee north to the Siema
County line and east through the Truckee River canyon. Approximately 11,740 acres of Great
Basin Sage Scrub exist in Nevada County, representing about 2% of the county's total land area
about 62% of this acreage is on private land and is suscepiible to conversion and development.
Several large areas of Great Basin Sage Scrub have been converted or are proposed for
residential expansion around Truckee and in the Martis Valley.

Klamathweed. Cheatgrass is widespread in many areas that have experienced hot fires in the last

Oreat Basin Sapge Scrub ccosystems offer abundant food supplies, shelter, and nesting sites, they

Typical nesting birds in sagebrush and hitterbrush stands of this portion of the Sierra are homed
larks, green-tailed towhees, spotted towhees, Brewer's sparrows, and vesper sparrows. A variely

Scrub ecosystemns, Mammalian predators that frequent these ecosystems include mountain lions,

Throughout California, antelope bitterbrush-sagebrush habitats range from about 3,500 to 10,500

P.11-11
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LETTER F:

Response F-1

Response F-2

Response F-3

Response F-4

Response F-5

Response F-6

Response F-7

Response F-8

Response F-9

MARK TOMICH, NEVADA COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Comment noted. Section 3.0 (Project Description) and Sections 4.0 through 4.12
of the Draft EIR including several detailed graphics illustrating existing conditions
in the Plan area as well as anticipated impacts within and outside the Plan area.
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.7 (Adequacy of the
Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis in the Draft EIR) regarding the
consideration of the entire Martis Valley area.

Comment noted. Section 4.2 (Population/Housing/Employment) of the Draft EIR
provides detailed information regarding current demographic, housing and
employment conditions in the area. This information is best represented and
summarized in table format as provided in Section 4.2 rather than in graphics.

The commentor states that the analysis is inappropriate, but provides no
evidence or information suggesting that the assumptions associated with
permanent residency is incorrect. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.2 (Assumptions Used for Development Conditions in the Plan Area) and
Response to Comment F-2 regarding the appropriateness of using graphics in
Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR.

Payment of in-lieu fees is a common practice for improvements that extend
beyond the ability or a single development project to provide. This can occur
when development projects are too small or of a land use that could not
accommodate employee housing on-site. The commentor is also referred to
Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of the Project).

The commentor states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately mitigate water
quality, but provides no evidence suggesting why the identified Community
Plan policies, implementation measures and mitigation measures would not
protect existing water quality. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.3 (Water Quality).

Draft EIR pages 4.9-76 through -81 identifies several proposed policies
associated with the protection of riparian and wetland habitat areas that
consist of specific performance standards (e.g., provision of natural open space
buffers adjacent to waterways [Policy 9.F.2] and no net loss of riparian and
wetland resources [Policy 9.F.4]). In addition, as noted in Master Response 3.4.3
(Water Quality), mitigation measures MM 4.7.1b and MM 4.7.2a include
performance standards requiring no increase in sediment or other pollutant load
to existing surface water quality conditions.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) regarding the project’s relationship with Placer Legacy.

The commentor lists several species that they identify as being special-status that
may occur in the Plan area. These species are further evaluated below.

Placer County
May 2003
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Great Basin Rams-horn Snail — The California Natural Diversity Database has no
records of this species occurring in the Plan area or the general vicinity.
Biological resource evaluations for properties along waterways within the Plan
area (Northstar, Siller Ranch, Lahontan |, Eaglewood and Hopkins Ranch) have
not identified this species as having the potential to occur. Given the limited
habitat potential for this species in the Plan area and the land use designations
(e.g., Open Space) and policies set forth in the proposed Martis Valley
Community Plan, no significant impacts to this species are expected.

Lahontan Lake Tui Chub - The species is not listed as federally or state listed as
threatened or endangered and it is not a state species of special concern. This
species is not known to occur in Martis Valley and there are no California
Natural Diversity Database records of this species occurring in the Plan area. The
proposed project would not affect this species.

Lahontan Creek Tui Chub - This species is only known to occur in Nevada;
therefore, there will be no effects on this species.

White-Faced lbis — Historically this species nested in northeastern California, the
San Joaquin Valley, and southern California. It no longer breeds regularly in
California. There are no records in California Natural Diversity Data Base of it
occurring in the MVCP area. Additionally, there is little probability of it occurring
in the Plan area because it prefers shallow grassy marshes that do not occur in
the area. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to have an impact
on this species.

Redhead - This species is not federally or state listed as threatened or
endangered and it is not a state species of special concern. This species is not
federally or state listed as threatened or endangered and it is not a state
species of special concern. The redhead is a common species in open water
habitat provided by lakes and estuaries. Potential habitat occurs in Martis
Creek Reservoir. This is located almost entirely outside of the Plan area and on
land administered by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Therefore the project is
not expected to have an impact on this species.

Northern Harrier - The California Natural Diversity Database has no records of this
species occurring in the Plan area. The species was observed flying in suitable
foraging habitat on Hopkins Ranch. Suitable nesting and foraging habitat
occurs in the montane meadow habitat along SR 267. Approximately 74
percent of this habitat occurs on land administered by the U. S. Army Corps of
Engineers and will not be affected by the project. In addition, Mitigation
Measure MM 4.9.6 would ensure that nesting birds and raptors are not directly
impacted by subsequent development.

Ferruginous Hawk — This species is not known to breed in California and it is an
uncommon winter resident. The California Natural Diversity Database has no
records of this species occurring in the Plan area. The project will not affect
nesting habitat. The Plan area consists of approximately 3,300 acres of habitat
(great basin sage scrub and montane meadow) that may be suitable for this
species, of which approximately up to 10 to 15 percent may be converted
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associated with subsequent development under the Martis Valley Community
Plan. Given the abundance of available habitat of this species and the low
likelihood of its occurrence, no impacts to this species are expected from the
project. In addition, Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.6 would ensure that nesting
birds and raptors are not directly impacted by subsequent development.

Western Burrowing Owl - The California Natural Diversity Database has no
records of this species occurring in the Plan area. Biological resource
evaluations for properties within the Plan area (Siller Ranch, Eaglewood and
Hopkins Ranch) have not identified this species as occurring in the project area.
Montane meadow on both sides of SR 267 provides potential habitat.
Approximately 74 percent of this habitat occurs on land administered by the U.
S. Army Corps of Engineers and would not be affected by the project. In
addition, Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.6 would ensure that nesting birds and
raptors are not directly impacted by subsequent development.

Loggerhead Shrike - The California Natural Diversity Database has no records of
this species occurring in the Plan area. Biological resource evaluations for
properties within the Plan area (Siler Ranch, Eaglewood and Hopkins Ranch)
have not identified this species as having the potential to occur. The Plan area
consists of approximately 3,300 acres of habitat (great basin sage scrub and
montane meadow) adjacent to potential nesting habitat (conifer and fir
trees)that may be suitable for this species, of which approximately up to 10 to 15
percent may be converted associated with subsequent development under the
Martis Valley Community Plan. Given the abundance of available habitat of
this species and the low likelihood of its occurrence, no impacts to this species
are expected from the project.

Bank Swallow - Approximately 75 percent of nesting colonies occur in the
Central Valley along the Sacramento and Feather Rivers. Few and scattered
nesting colonies occur in northeastern California, none are know to occur in
Placer County. There are no records in the California Natural Diversity Database
of this species occurring in the Plan area or the general vicinity and none were
observed in biological resource evaluations. Additionally, there is no suitable
nesting habitat for this species in the Plan area; therefore, no impacts on this
species are expected to occur from the proposed project.

Response F-10 The commentor’s additional information regarding these species is noted. This

information does not change the impact discussion or conclusions of the Draft
EIR.

Response F-11 Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR provides description of wildlife

species that utilize the area as well as vegetation conditions in the Plan area
(Draft EIR pages 4.9-1 through -9 and Appendix 4.9). Figure 4.9-5 of the Draft EIR
illustrates the current extent of open space within the Plan area that provides for
wildlife movement through the Plan area to adjoining areas (e.g., Tahoe Basin)
as well as available information regarding deer migration and fawning areas.
The exact dimensions of specific movement corridors routinely used by wildlife in
the Plan area is not known. However, the Draft EIR references deer migration

Placer County
May 2003

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-117



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

studies that have been conducted in the Plan area for Siller Ranch and Hopkins
Ranch.

Response F-12 Surveys have been conducted on the properties of the proposed Hopkins
Ranch, Siller Ranch and Eaglewood projects to determine if the sites are being
utiized by deer associated with the western migration corridor. These studies
evaluated deer kill data recorded along State Route (SR) 267 by Caltrans. The
results of these analyses indicated that deer generally prefer three crossings over
SR 267: Nevada County mile post 2.5-2.7; Placer County mile post 1.0; and Placer
County mile post 1.5. Mile post 2.5 in Nevada County is located directly north of
the proposed Hopkins Ranch project site, and deer track surveys were
conducted for Hopkins Ranch in May and June 2002 identified deer movement
through the northwestern corner of the site generally proceeding in a
south/southwest direction. This general movement direction by deer appears to
be consistent with deer movements documented on the Eaglewood property
(North Fork Associates, 2001 and 2002). Careful site planning of specific
development in these areas, such as the provision of open space corridors for
deer movement (as noted specifically in Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.11a) can
maintain the function of this corridor. It should also be noted that anticipated
development north of the Plan area (i.e. Planned Community 3 in the Town of
Truckee) as well as operation of the SR 267 Bypass may alter or obstruct and
further decrease deer migration through this area in the future.

SR 267 is an existing highway facility that deer and other wildlife cross in the Plan
area, based on the results deer migration studies for properties west of SR 267.
Cumulative effect of future widening of SR 267 associated with further
development in the region on biological and wildlife resources is specifically
addressed on pages 4.4-88 and -89 of the Draft EIR. However, as shown in Figure
3.0-5, the Proposed Land Use Diagram does provide open space/low intensity
land uses that provides for wildlife movement corridors in both north-south and
east-west directions through the Plan area.

Response F-13 As shown in Figure 4.9-5 of the Draft EIR, the fawning area is within the existing ski
terrain of the Northstar-at-Tahoe Ski Resort. Section 4.0 (Introduction to the
Environmental Analysis and Assumptions Used) of the Draft EIR specifically notes
that this portion of the ski resort may include modification and expansion of the
ski terrain and associated facilities associated with the “Northstar-at-Tahoe
Completing the Vision”. The Martis Valley Community Plan does not specifically
propose or specify this potential ski terrain expansion and is not considered to
be part of the project. However, the cumulative effect of this potential project
on biological and wildlife resources is specifically addressed on pages 4.4-88
and -89 of the Draft EIR.

Response F-14 The commentor suggests that the Draft EIR did not consider all environmental
effects and extent of habitat loss from the adoption Martis Valley Community
Plan associated with roadway widening, new golf course development, ski
terrain expansion, timber harvesting and other allowed land uses. The estimates
of habitat loss provided by the commentor appear to be based on speculation
of possible impact of uses allowed under Open Space and Forest land use
designations without any clear identification of the assumptions used to
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generate the information. For example, commentor’s calculations would
suggest that land areas that are designated Forest would eliminate the majority
of existing habitat conditions. This assumption is counter to the current small
ownership holdings in the eastern portion of the Plan area that consists of
minimal residential use as well as the land holdings of the U.S. Forest Service
(approximately 3,093 acres). In addition, the commentor also fails to
acknowledge the over 500 acres of great basin sage scrub, montane meadow
and riparian scrub that is located within the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
property within the Plan area. Draft EIR page 4.9-39 specifically notes that the
vegetation impact acreage estimates are based on the direct impacts from
substantial development set forth under the land use map options. However,
the Draft EIR also considers that biological resource impacts associated with
roadway widening, new golf course development, ski terrain expansion, timber
harvesting and other allowed land uses (Draft EIR pages 4.9-39 through -89).

Response F-15 Vegetation and habitat mapping and identification used in the Draft EIR was

based on several sources identified on Draft EIR pages 4.9-90 and -91, which
included vegetation mapping data from the U.S. Forest Service. The vegetation
and habitat information used in the Draft EIR is adequate for the purposes of
evaluating biological resource impacts pursuant to CEQA.

Response F-16 The commentor’s opinion of the diversity of vegetation associations in the Plan

area is noted. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment ~11 and F
12 regarding consideration of wildlife movement in the Plan area.

Response F-17 While some reductions of Great Basin sage scrub habitat may be occurring, this

habitat is still common and widespread in western U.S. and currently receives no
protection by state and federal agencies. In addition, of the approximately
1,254 acres of Great Basin sage scrub within the Plan area, implementation of
the Proposed Land Use Diagram would directly result the conversion of
approximately 131 acres. Approximately 40 percent of the total Great Basin
sage scrub habitat in the Plan area is located within the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers property, which is not expected to be impacted.

Response F-18 The additional biological resource data referenced by the commentor that is

available to the County is noted.

Response F-19 The commentor’s statements regarding cross-jurisdictional cooperation

associated with providing trail connections is noted. The proposed trail system
associated with the Martis Valley Community Plan is shown in Figure 3.0-9 of the
Draft EIR.

Response F-20 Comment noted.

Placer County
May 2003

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-119



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

Letier G

A Public dgercy

Placer County Water Agency

Busimess Cepter: 144 Ferguson Rd, - Mail: F.O. Box €570 = Avburn, Califorsia 95604-657T0
[330] S21-4530 BO0-ah4- 0030 TDD (530) BZY}-4960 bl

BUARD QF DIRECTORS
Pauline Recorcol = Alex Fermeina
oy Wotfan + Lowell ol
Michee! &, Liv
Devid A. Breringer, Caveral Manoge
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August 16, 2002 q\,-" %ﬁﬁsnﬁr b
RE

Lori Lawrence AllE ¢ B 2004 -

i ; i £
Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Department PLANNING ﬂE PﬁﬂTMENT
11414 “B" Avenue
Anburn CA 95603

Subject: Martis Valley Community Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Ms Lawrence:

The Agency appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the Martis Valley
Community Plan Update draft Environmental Impact Report, dated May 2002,

The Agency offers the following comments:

#= In Section 4.7 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY, page 4.7-12, the DEIR
summarizes the findings of the Nimbus Engineers report entitled “Ground Water Availability
in the Martis Valley Ground Water Basin®. The DEIS incorrectly reflects Nimbus finding
Mo, 5: “In a normal year approximately 24,700 AF of proundwater in the Basin is available G-
without changing the amount in storage over the long term™. A more accurate
characterization of this Nimbus report finding requires the deletion of the apening phrase “in
anormal year”, the remainder of the sentence is correct.

In Section 4.11 PUBLIC SERVICES, page 4.11-45, The DEIR presents a variety of policies
from the Placer County General Plan pertaining to domestic water supplics. The DEIR goes
on to say that the proposed Martis Valley Community General Plan policy document
contains goals, policies and implementation programs that are generally consistent with the
pelicy provisions of the Placer County General Plan. The Agency recommends that the
DEIR should clearly state that Pelicy 4.C.7, “The County shall promote the use of reclaimed
wastewater to offset the demand for new water supplies™, will not apply to the Martiz Vallay
Community Flan area. Public Law 101-618, entitled the Truckee-Carson-Pyramid Lake

G-2
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Water Settlement Act, has placed unique tequirements on the use of reclaimed water in
Martis Valley. Section 204{c)1{G) of the Act requires that if TTSA changes the amount or
timing of its disposal of treated wastewater to the Truckee River, ie. through the diversion

and use of reclaimed water in the region, TTSA must acquire and discharge an equal amount E:lt'd
of preexisting water rights to the Truckee River. This requirement of the Act effectively
“nullifies” the intent of Policy 4.C.7 throughout the entire Truckee River Basin within Placer
County, including the Martis Valley Community Plan area.

In Section 4.11, PUBLIC SERVICES, pages 4.11-47 and —50, the DEIR incorrectly states the
PCWA wauld serve all development proposed in the Plan area, except for the Nerthstar CSD
service area of Northstar-at-Tahoe resort area. The Agency understands that the lands east of
HY 267 with the Plan area have been identified as being within the NCSD sphere of
influence. The Agency anticipates that any development requesting water services within the
NCSD sphere of influence would be served by NCSD.

G-3

In Secticn 4.11, PUBLIC SERVICES, page 4.11-38, the DEIR notes that PCW A Service

v Zone 4 includes the existing Lahontan I development and the arcas approximately 4 ¥
square miles around Lahontan [ and II, including the proposed Hopkins Ranch, Baglewond,
Siller Ranch, and Waddle Ranch.” PCWA Service Zone 4 currently includes only Lahontan
Iand II. The Agency is planning for the annexation of the lands associated with the proposed
Hopkins Ranch, Eaglewood, and Siller Ranch projects at the appropriate time. The Agency
is not planning to provide service to the proposed Waddle Ranch since that project is located

within the NCSD sphere of influence.

G4

If you have any questions regarding the above comments, please don't hesitate to call me at
(530) 8234889,

Sincerely,

PLACER COUNTY WATER AGENCY

el 76,

Mal Toy
Plﬂ.!m.i.ng Administrator

¢, POWA Board of Directors
David Breninger, General Manager
Ed Tiedemann, General Counsel
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LETTER G: MAL Toy, PLACER COUNTY WATER AGENCY

Response G-1: Comment noted and the following edit is made to item number five in the list
of hydrogeologic estimates from the Nimbus report in paragraph three on
Page 4.7-12:

“lh-a-neormal-yearaApproximately 24,700 AF of groundwater in the Basin is
available without changing the amount in storage over the long term.”

Response G-2: The commentor’s statement regarding proposed Martis Valley Community
Plan Policy 4.C.7 is noted and madification of this policy will be considered
by the County.

Response G-3: Comment noted and the following edit is made sentence eight of the first full
paragraph on page 4.11-47:

hao D ith N

Neorthstar-at-Tahoe—Most of the new development in the Plan area would
be served by NCSD. lLands east of State Route 267 are located within
NCSD’s sphere of influence. Therefore, it is anticipated that proposed
developments located east of SR 267 would be served by NCSD. “

Response G-4: Comment noted and following edits are made to the fourth paragraph of
Page 4.11-38:

“Zone 4 currently includes the—existing the Lahontan 1 and Il communities.
PCWA is planning to annex the lands associated with the proposed Hopkins
Ranch, Eaglewood, and Siller Ranch_developments.,and-Waddle Ranch”
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Letter H
BOARD OF DIRECTORS 4 QLR BUTTERFIELD, RE
Foberl W. Alfekdl, DDS Ganeral Manager
Jeiry Glrges Chisd Enginper
Brian Kent Sman
Wichael F. Sulivan
Ran Swest
RUCKEE
SANITARY
DISTRICT
_;’-’-———-_____________/ A PUBLIC AGENCY
12304 Jorrger Dr, = Truckee, Calfornla 96169-3312
Tolephone (530) 5E7-3604 » Fax [530) 537.1340 \.FGEH Cﬂum
| <Q DATE V7%
August 14, 2002 RECEIVED
AUG 1 & 2002
. Fred ¥ Eagey PLANNING DEFAI;L'F{(ENT

Placer County Planning Department
11414 “B" Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

RE; Martis Valley Community Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Fred:

Enclosed is a map of the current Truckee Sanitary District (TSD) boundaries in Nevada and
Placer counties, This map should be used to update the incomect maps found within the Martis
Valley Community Plan Draft Environmental Tmpact Report and the Draft Mamiz Valley
Community Flan.

H-1

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at the above listed
address.

Yours Truly,

(.R. Butterfield /FE.
General Manager and Chief Engineer

enclosure

B R AT ards Valoy Cormmany P 10 biip Comiction Rampsa | apd
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LETTER H: O. R. BUTTERFIELD, TRUCKEE SANITARY DISTRICT

Response H-1: Comment noted. The commentor indicates that the current Truckee Sanitary
District boundaries in Nevada and Placer counties are incorrect in the Draft
EIR. The map attached to the comment letter will be provided to the Lead
Agency for inclusion in the Martis Valley Community Plan. Figure 4.11-1 (Martis
Valley Service Districts) on page 4.11-3 of Section 4.11 (Public Services and
Utilities) of the Draft EIR showed the existing and future service area for Truckee
Sanitary District and Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency.
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Letter|

S

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Labontan Region

I..Lﬁ Lawrence, Environmental Review Technician
Placer County Planning Dept.

11414 “B" Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

COMMENTS ON MARTIS VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, PLACER COUNTY
|
'I:;'m above-referenced draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared by Placer
County acting a3 the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) lead agency. California
i Water Quality Control Board, Lahortan Region (Regional Board) staff has reviewed
the draft EIR, We thank you for considering our comments, which are as follows.

lRﬂJ’ECI‘ LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The propesed Martis Valley Community Plan (Community Plan) would update the existing
Placer Coonty portion of the Martis Valley General Plan (General Plan, originally adopted in
1574). The project is intended to address new eovironmental and land use issues in the area, ind
bring the (reneral Plan into consistency with the 1994 Placer County Gereral Plan.

The project area (“Plan Area™) is the Placer County portion of Maniis Valley, approximately 15
square miles gencrally bounded by the Placer/Nevada County line to the north, Highway 89 to
the west, the Lake Taboe Basin boundary 1o the sonth and the Califomia/Nevada state Jine 1o the
east,

COMMENTS

1. The “Water Quality” discussion (pp. 4.7-8 through 4.7-11) in Section 4.7.1 (Existing Setting)
does not provide an adequate evaluation of existing surface water quality or the effects of
existing development in the Plan Area. Although it states that "Cuality of surface waters is
generally excellent in the upper reaches of the Plan area’s stream network with few
contaminants and nutrients” (emphasis added), it does not adequately characterize water
quality in the lower reaches. The discussion js limited to issues such as coliform levels in
Martis Cresk and their relationship to grazing activity, poteatial impacts from the Martis
Fire, and the listing of the Truckee River for sediment impairment on the Clean Water At

| Section 303(d) list. In general, the draft ETR fisls to provide a conerete analysis of existing

| surface water quality, or of water quality impacts due to existing development within the

Califormia Envirammental Frotection Apgency

| The encrpy chadl facing Califormis & real. Every Califoraan reeds i uke breadian wcton w fadivee s igy zxn, For s fscof
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Ll:f-ﬁ[.ﬂgmnc& o

| Plan Area. To objectively analyze the potential water quality impaets of the proposed
preject, the draft EIR should carefully evaluate available water quality data and compare it 1o
Eppropriate m.ngqu necessary 10 prevent degradation and profect beneficial uses, including
water quality objectives contained in the Water Cuality Comtrol Flan for the Lahontan Lk nt'd
Region (Basin Plan). The fival EIR should consider any relcvant monitoring data available, | °°
such as data for and/or from: receiving waters (including Martis Creek, Martis Creek Lake,
and the Truckee River below the confluence with Martis Creek); polf courses: storm water
runoff, airport operations; road maintenance; wastewater effluent from the Tahoe-Truckee
Sanitation Agency (TTSA) or other major waste dischargers; ete,

The draft EIR defines “Standards of Significance,” which are the critedia used to evaluate i
potential significance of each type of impact. Standards of Significance for the Hydrology
and Watcr Quality Section are defined on p, 4.7-29; however, the draft EIR states that the

| criteria listed on that page specifically apply to evaluation of “hydrologic or flooding
impacts.” Mo criteria are provided for evaluating the significance of water quality impacts.

It ia therefore unclear what criteria were used to support the draft EIR*s2 conclusion that all
water quality impacts can be mitigated to a Jess than significant level under the proposed 1-2
Community Plan. In the absence of an adequate analysis of surface water quality and water
quality effects of existing development, it is unclear whether that was a subjective or
objective conelusion. The Regional Board would consider any demonsirable adverss effect
on beneficial uses, violatdon of Basin Flan water guality objectives, violation of Basin Plar.
prohibitions or viclation of other state and federal water quality standards to be a significat
effect. The final EIR should include clearly defined Standards of Significance for Water
Crality reflecting that fact. The final EIR should also base its analysis of significant effests
upon these standarda,

In our August 3, 2001 “scoping comments” on the Notice of Preparation for the Community
Plan, we noted that new residential and comrmercial development would increase the use of
fertilizers, pesticides, and other economic poisons/pollutants within the project area (see
Scoping Comment #5). We noted that, “the EIR should address impacts from the comulalive
| development and if such usage is shown to adversely affect ground or surface water quality, 13
|  the EIR and the Community Plan should include effective controls to limit such neage, or
proposed mitigation measures that will ensure compliance with water quality standards.” We
find, however, that the draft EIR doees not adequately analyze the potential for cumulative
impacts from chemical use, does not review existing monitoring data or other relevant
information to establish whether there could be potentially significant impacts, and does rot
include effective controls to limit chemical usage if necessary to assure compliance with
water quality standards. Mitigation Measure 4.7.2b (p. 4.7-43) does incorporate setback
requirements (by reference to Placer County Policy 9.D.1) to protect waterway corridors,
wetland sreas and other sensitive habitats Tt also stipulates that “sobsequent projects wil| he
conditioned to prohibit application of fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides within waterway I
corridors and wetland areas.” However, setback requirements and prohibiting direct
chemical application to surface waters may not be sufficient to mitigate impacts. Additic nal
measures are needed in the final EIR to assure that chemical use is minimized and properly
managed. The final EIR should address public eduestion and development of chemical uze
California Environmental Proteciion Agency
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Lr.:rri Lawrence -3-

| guidelines. The final EIR should also reflect a commitment to monitoring, and describe
| comective measures that will be taken if monitoring indicates adverse water quality effects

are developing.

Mitigation meagure MM 4.7 ¢ (beginning on p. 4.7-43) is intended to address potential
impacts 1o surface and ground waters from several new golf courses proposed under the

. Community Flan.: The mitigation measures rely heavily on a County requirement for

Chemical Application Management Plans (CHAMPs) for future golf courses. However,
CHAMPs alone may be insufficient 1o minimize water quality impacts. The draft ETR. fails
to establish enforcepble puidelines for CHAMP preparation, or to define 2 process for
CHAMP review and approval. Regional Board siaff suggests that the final EIR. requires that
CHAMP; include water quality standards, and should provide for enforcement mechanisms
if monitoring indicates that those standards are not being met. The final EIR also needs to
identify the CHAMP guidelines and address how implementing them will ensare compliarce
with water quality standands.

To support the conclusion that impacts from futere golf courses can be mitigated to the less
than significant level by the imposition of CHAMP3, the final EIR should analyze any s
wvailable water quality data from existing golf courses. The finel EIR should also evaluat:
the effectiveness of existing CHAMPs within the Plan Arca and from other golf courses
located within the Truckee River Watershed. The final EIR should address how the Connty
will respond if polf course impacts are found to be significant, and should consider requiring
a staged approach to new golf course approval. Under a siaged approach, an evaluation
period would be required between construction of new golf courses, to evaluate individua, -
and cumulative impacts of previously constructed golf course, and require appropriate action
prior to future golf course approvals. If approval of multiple golf courses is not to be staged,
then the final Environmental Impact Report should take a conservative approach to
evaluating potential impacts.

With repards to proposed golf courses, we indicated in our Scoping Comment #4 that
“additional guidelines in the Community Plan should specify criteria to minimize the acreage
of the playing areas requiring chemical use.” Although Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.2¢ (2.
4.7-43) does state that “landseaped areas shall be restricted to only greens, tees, and
fairways,” the draft EIR fails to discuss enforcenble criteria to ensure that such landscaped
areas are minimized during the golf course design and approval process. A commitment to
minimization of chemically-treated areas should be included in the final ETR.

On p.4.7-55, the draft EIR cites the report Ground Water Availability in the Martis Vally
Ground Water Basin to estimate that “spproximately 24,700 acre feet of groundweter conld
be pumped annually without long-term loss of groundwater storage.” This figure compares
1o a projected annual water demand at buildout of approximately 22,000 acre feet. The final
EIR should discuss what proportion of this surplus ground water is believed to be associated
with the upper and middle/lower aquifers respectively, and should also estimate what
proportion of ground water production is expected for sach aquifer at buildout.

California Environmental Protection Agency
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L@nlamm -4

The draft ETR concludes “it is anticipated that potential impacts to Plan arca surface water
features from increased ground water production would be minimal™ (p. 4.7-36). Thig
conclusion is based on the expectation that existing and foture groundwater production for
domestic use will mainly utilize the middle/lower aquifer, rather than the upper aguifer that
presumably supplies surface water feamres. Interaction betwesn the two aquifers is thougit
to be Jimited based on evidence (described on pp, 4.7-55 through 4.7-56) of a continuous clay
i member that limits ground water transfer between the equifers. Although interaction may be

limited, the dreft EIR nevertheless acknowledges (p. 4.7-55) the assumption “that there is

some interaction” between the aguifers. We believe the evidence reviewed in the draft EIIR is
| inadequate to determine whether increzsed ground water demand could impact surface water
| features, because the degree of interaction and extent of the clay barrier are not well defin:d. | 19

Tt is not clear whether ransmission of water from the upper 1o the middle/lower aguifer
through leaky zones could potentially increase in response to increased pumping from the
lower agquifer. Localized effects are possible. Because any effects of increased ground witer
demand on surface water features could essentially be irreversible, it is important to take ¢,
conservative approach. Frotection of sarface waters, incleding wetlands is imperative 1o
preserva water quality. Wetlands and riparian zreas are important for nutrient uptake, flood
control, and wildlife habitat, which are all beneficial uses of water the Regional Boerd is
responsible for protecting, Their associated vegetation prevents erosion by holding soil in
place. For the above reasons, the final EIR should make the finding that ground water usuge
impacts 1o surface waters are “potentially significant.” The final EIR should address the
potential for adverse impacts on surface water resources and what mitigation measures will
be implemented to avoid such significant impacts. The evaluation of the potential for
adverse impacts should also take into consideration direct withdrawals from the upper
aquifer,

E. The Truckes River is listed for sedimentation on the Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list of
impaired water bodies. The Regional Board also maintaing a *“Watch List™ of waters for
which additional menitoring is recommended, to determine whether those water bodies
should be placed on the Section 303(d) list in the future. Martis Creek is currently on the 110
Watch List for nutdents (including phosphorus), and the Truckes River is on the Watch List
for chloride and TDS. Martis Creek Lake is a valugble biological resource and prized wild
trout fishery. Evidence indicates that water quality in Martis Creek Lake may be seriously

" declining. We find that the draft EIR. does not properly address whether development
proposad under the Community Plan may further impact these water bodies.

L]

10. In our Scoping Comment #2, we noted that TTSA is highly dependent on flows and exising
water quality in Martis Creek and the Trockee River to assimilate discharges from its
wastewater treatment facility. 'We indicated that the EIR should address potential impacs on
flowrs and water quality within Martis Creek and the Truckee River associated with proposed 111
development under the Community Plan, and hew this could affect TTSA's ability to
assimilzte discharges and meet its permit conditions. Such an analysis is notably lacking in
the draft ETR. The draft EIR concludes (p. 4.7-58) that, “Groundwater discharpe reductions
to the Truckee River [due to increased ground water demand from development] would 7e
offset by increazed discharpes of approx. 11,000 acre-feet ammually from the Tahoe-Trackee

California Environmental Protection Agency
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! qanitation Agency's plant expansion as well as improved timing and magnitude of seasonal

river flows and mwhmpﬁmmﬁommmmmmaimm

| with the implementation of TROA." However, reduced ground water discharge to the
Truckee Biver would be only partially offset because some Water will be lost due o
evapotranspiration of ground water pumped and used for irvigation (Jandscaping, golf

' ). Furthermore, the draft EIR acknewledges (p. 4.7-38) that “subsequent
development under the Proposed Land Use Diagram would . . . add to wastewater effluent

| discharges to the Truckee River by the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency Water Reclamatinn

| Plant” Possible combined effects of ground water discharge reductions apd increased

treatment plant effluent on discharges an Truckee River and Martis Creek water quality

should be thoroughly addressed in the EIR. However, the draft ETR simply offers that, “ .. .

| the environmental effects of Water Reclamation Plant expansion has been addressed in the

Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency Water Reclamation Plant Expansion Project EIR...” The

| Plant Expansion EIR, quantify the expected increase in weatment plant aiﬂuent and pollatant
Joad, and properly analyze whether the additional effluent can be assimilated in the Trucks2
River and Martis Creek. This asscasment should include the potential increases in nutrients,
| TDS, and chlorides associated with the proposed development identified in the community

i plan.

|

#1. The Lahontan Region Basin Plan contains waste discharge prohibitions far the Truckee River

" Hydrologic Unit. These prehibitions include: prohibitions agninst discharge of waste to

i surface waters; against individual domestic wastcwater facilities such as septic tank-

| leachfield systems; and against the discharge of waste materials (including r.a.l'l.'hﬂ!mm:n_n]s
ench as zoil, silt, clay, sand, etc.) within the 100-year flood plain of the de;ﬂeF..lf!.ruru

| uibutaries. The draft EIR recogrizes (on p. 4.7-21) the 100-year flood plain prohibition, but

| dpes not indicate how that prohibition will be complied with. County Policy 9.D.1 (cited on

¢ p.4.7-46) provides for “habitat buffers® measared from the eenterline of streams or edges of

| 2. cnsitive habitats.” However, the final EIR should describe how disiurbance and waste
discharges within the Mﬂmﬁ_ﬂl@ will be prwmled.. The draft E.IRalsn‘ﬁilstu

| acknowledge the Basin Plan's septic tank ions and prohibitions against discharge to

| surface waters (inchading isolated surface waters such as small ponds and wetlands that d

[ not have a surface hydranlic connection to-tri tes of the Truckes River or to the river

itself), These prohikitions should be acknowledged, and & aim.lsn'nn‘inc]ud{:d regurding how
compliance will be achieved. Viclation of these prohibitions is a significant impact per
CEQA Guidelines. Tt shauld be pointed out that differeneces in County mdlteglumlﬂmrd
surface and flood plain regulations have led 1o violations of Regional Board prohibitions in
the past.

12, Allowing fumure installation of individual wastewater treatment/disposal systers could place
ground and gurface water guality in jeopardy. Wastewater is a sourcs of nutrients, TDS, and
pathogens. As discusscd earlier, the Truckee River is on a watch list for TDS and Martis

Creek for nutrients. TTSA operates a tertiary-level wastewater treatment facility capable of

removing nutricnts. Failure to provide the Jevel of nutrient treatment TTSA provides may

California Environmental Protection Agency
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|
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! result in adve;se waler qunlit]._r impacts Regional Board staff strongly encourage connecticn 113
j toacommumity sewer collection sysiem that transports wastewater to the TTSA Facility, cont'd

]5. Proposed development under the proposed Cmnmu.mt:,r Flan update (including widening

] ] "

! portions of Highway 267 to four lanes) would involve significant expansion of the road
network. As acknowledged on p. 4.7-37 of the drafi EIR, direct surface water quality
impacts could ocour from increased road maintenanes (snow removal activities, application
or‘sanﬂ.l‘ishm roadways). Salt is a major water quality issoe in the Truckee River watershed 114
as 13 sedimentation. The final EIR. should quantify the expected increase in road
i n?mjymmm,mmwmmuu‘o]msm mitigate any effects to the less than
. significant level. Please be aware that Regional Board staff considers any increase in

sediment loading to the Truckee River or its tributaries to be a significant effect given the
impaired nature of the river due to excessive sedimentation that is already oecurTing.

I4. The draft EIR acknowledges (p. 4.7-63) that; * uent devel ent under the
! Land Use Diagram would be located outside mm ]BSE-!;W ﬂoc-iplain}tx?.pmuj
however, this land use map option would result in the substantial development of

| approximately 4,300 acres of the Plan area, which would increase impervious surfaces and

i would alter drainage conditions and rates.” In order to ascertain potential environmental

: Impacts, some effort is still needed in the final EIR to quantify those effects. County Policies | 15
| 6.E.7 (p. 4.7-64) and 6E 10 (p. 4.7-65) require, respectively, thar mitigation be incorporatid
if into new developments 1o offset increases in storm water peak flows and/or valume, and that
i projects allocate land ss necessary to detain post-project flows. Those policics can be

{ effective in mitigating effacts of increased impervious surface area. However, the final EIR

|

| should specify the objective of the policy (e.g., “the level of mitigation required <hall be
adm o assure that stormwater peak flows and volume do not exceed pre-project levels™.

:  Thepolicies and final EIR should also include information regarding how storm water

i .disposal will not adversely impact ground water quality.

i

I5. Uncertaintics regarding the potential and curnulative im of the osed project to wa

' guality call for a conservative approach 1o davﬂupmmﬁﬂﬂi Plan aﬁjap m%rgﬂ shm}::ir

. propose a comprehensive water quality moniioring program as part of the Community Plan

| and final EIR. We urge the Cdunty to consider a staged spproach to approval of specific 16

i Mupmﬂwhﬁﬂmmﬂﬂ%whhpﬂmhmmmmhm;n,am
50 that appropriate corrective actions/requirements can be implemented prior to granting of

| furture approvals.

I

i
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I.mrli Lawrencs -7
|
Tisk you f‘“"’] e opportunity to comment on the draft EIR. If you have any questions or would
iﬁéﬂ%ﬂ? ";‘; comments further, please contact me at (530) 542-5432 or Jason Churchill at
42-5571.

cG:  Regional Board Members

{  Placer County Environmental Health Dept.

| Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency/Craig Woods

[ Mevada County Planning Dept.

Sierra Watch
J Town of Truckee Planning Dept./Tony Lashhrook
I State Clearinghouse
]

JegT: Martis EIR, comments
Files--Flacer County, Martis Valley Genczal Plan)

c-r;rm};'n Environmental Protection Agency

The TRy facing Califosms it resl. Elﬂfhlﬂmuhbﬂhhmaﬂulmmhmhumcmn.m;hﬂ
mmwlmmm depeand aud CULYour EREREY cASD. 35 qur Webegile a8 hapsPesed wrch.ca,
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LETTER I:
Response I-1

Response |-2

Response -3

Response |-4

Response I-5

Response |-6

Response |-7

Response -8

Response |-9

Response I-10

Response |-11

SCOTT FERGUSON, REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LAHONTAN REGION
The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

Draft EIR page 4.7-29 specifically notes two significance criterias (2 and 4)
associated with degradation of surface and groundwater quality as well as
conflicts with applicable local, state and/or federal policies and standards
associated with water resources (e.g., Water Quality Control Plan for the
Lahontan Region [Basin Plan]). The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.3 (Water Quality).

Comments received from the Regional Water Quality Control Board on the
Notice of Preparation were specifically utilized in preparing the Draft EIR. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.2c specifically notes water quality standards to be
met associated with golf course chemical application (e.g., Basin Plan and
maintenance of existing water quality conditions). The commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The proposed Martis Valley Community Plan does not specifically propose or
promote the development of new golf courses within the Plan area and such
recreational development is not a central element of the Plan. Thus, the
specific design of future new golf courses in the Plan area is not conducted by
the County. However, Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.2c provides performance
standards for the consideration of limiting the extent of landscaped areas (e.g.
tees, fairways and greens) associated with golf courses that would involve
chemical usage as well as water quality performance standards to maintain
existing water quality. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3
(Water Quality).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the
Project).

The Draft EIR specifically notes that increased groundwater production could
result in a potential impact to surface water features. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure MM 4.7.5 would require that new and/or expanded well
facilities be designed and operated as to not adversely affect surface waters
(Draft EIR pages 4.7-54 through -62). The commentor is also referred to Master
Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).
As identified in Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality), proposed mitigation

measures MM 4.7.1b and MM 4.7.2a would require that subsequent
development would not increase existing sediment and other pollutant loads in

Placer County
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Response |-12

Response |-13

Response |-14

Response I-15

Response |-16

Plan area waterways. Implementation of these mitigation measures would
ensure that subsequent development in the Plan area would not adversely
impact T-TSA’s ability to meet the its discharge requirements. It should also be
noted that T-TSA’s discharges of 11,000 acre-feet annually include wastewater
generation from the entire T-TSA service area, rather than just the Plan area.

The project consists of the adoption of the Martis Valley Community Plan, which
is a policy document that regulates development of the Plan area, but does not
specifically dictate the exact form that subsequent development may occur.
Thus, it is not possible to determine at the Community Plan level whether
subsequent development would propose the partial filing of the 100-year
floodplain for features such as bridge crossings or to what extent. It is
acknowledged that such discharges are regulated by the RWQCB. The Martis
Valley Community Plan also does not promote the installation of septic in
violation of the Basin Plan. Proposed Policy 6.D.6 specifically notes that on-site
treatment and disposal systems are required to comply with the requirements
and standards of the RWQCB. The wastewater service analysis provided in the
Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 4.11-56 through -62) identifies that the T-TSA’s Water
Reclamation Plant is planned to have adequate capacity to serve buildout of
the Plan area.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment [-12. In addition, proposed
Martis Valley Community Plan Policy 6.D.7 specifically notes that the County will
facilitate connection to the community sewer collection system that transports
wastewater to T-TSA for treatment.

Water quality issues were specifically noted and considered in the Draft EIR
(Draft EIR pages 4.7-37 through -73). The commentor is also referred to Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

Proposed Martis Valley Community policies 6.E.7 and 6.E.8 specifically require
that new development adequately mitigate any increases in peak flows and/or
volume and maintain natural drainage conditions. These standards would
ensure no significant flooding impacts associated with subsequent
development. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water
Quality) regarding protection of groundwater quality as well as Mitigation
Measure MM 4.7.3 provided in the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s suggestion of considering staged approval of development
within the Plan area is noted. The commentor is also referred to Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).
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Efiis Point, Newacla Zaphyr Cave, Navada B84dn-1038 Fax (775) 5884527

/8897499 PMEEH 0,

Via Facsimile 530/889.74

T Facsinm ‘?ch?z‘ %
Lori Lawrcnce At Yeo S
Environmental Review Technician - p(% T én 2

Flacer County Planning Department %y 09>
11414 B Avenus {?Q,:.

Aubum, CA 95603 *J?{.?%E

Dear Ms. Lawrence:

Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the Martis Valley Community Flan
Update (“MVCP Update” or “updated plan™) and has the following comments.

development allowed under the updated plan on the Lake Tahoe Basin (“Basin™) as
required by the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA™}, Public Resources
Code §§ 21000 et seq., and the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations,
ttle 14, Seclion 15000 ef seq. TRPA is an intersiate compact formed by the stales of
California and Nevada and approved by the U.S. Congress. TRPA's 1980 Compact 34
authorizes the agency to adopt and enforce environmental threshold carrying
capacities (“Environmental Thresholds™) for the Basin, In order to achieve and
implement the Environmenlal Thresholds, TRPA has adopted a Regional Plan
governing the entire Basin and Plan Arca Statcments governing particular regions of
the Basin (collectively, “TRPA’s Plans™), Development in and around the Basin
affects the achievement of TRPA's Environmental Thresholds and implementation of
TRPA™ Plans. CEQA cxpressly requires lead agencies to cansider the consistency of

Letter J

TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY

308 Dl Cour PO Box 1023 [F75) GBA-4547
W irpaLng Emai; rpad® Irpa,crg

August 19, 2002

Re:  Draft Environmental Impact Report (SCH No. 2001072050)
Mariis Valley Community Plan Updaie

The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (“TRPA") has reviewed the Draft

TRPA is concemed thal the DEIR does not atdeguately address the impacts of

Placer County
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proposed projects and plans with plans for the protection of the Basin, such as w1 1

TRFA’s Compact and Plans. See Cal. Code Regs. Tile 14, § 15125,

The DEIR does not adequately address the consistency of the MVCP Update
with TRPA's Compact and Plans, The residential, commercial, and recreational
developiment allowed under the MVCE Update would result in increased impacts in
the Basin duc to substantially increased numbers of residenis in and visitors to the
Basin, The DEIR should be revised 1o specifically address the eansistency of the -
MVCP Updaie with TRPA’s Compact and Plans, Additionally, the DEIR should i
include TRPA's Environmental Thresholds as slandards of significance in each of the
impact analyses in the DEIR, Presently, the sections of the DEIR that mention
TRPA's Environimental Thresholds, do not acty ally apply the thresholds to the
determination of whethar the project’s impacts are significant or adequately mitigated,
See e.g., DEIR, Section 4.4, pp. 4.4-26, 4.4-30,

The DEIR should clearly describe the impacts of the MVCP Updatc on
existing conditiens in the Basin, Although the 1975 Martis Valley General Plan
("MVGP”) is the governing plan in the ahsence of the update, the appropriate hascline
for the impacts of the updated plan is the existing environment in the region. The
1375 MVGP is outdated and provides for significantly morc development in the
Martis Valley than is considered prodent or feasible today in light of comrent
Infurmation regarding environmental issues in the Basin, Altheugh the updated plan,
as proposed, may be environmentally preferable to the 1975 MVGP, the impacty of
the updated plan on the region must be measured and discussed in comparison to
exisling baseline conditions,

J-3

The DEIR's analysis of the traffic impacts of the MVCP Update is deficient for
many of the reasons discussed above: (1) the DEIR does not consider the {ul] exicnt
of the updated plan's impacts on the Basin and docs nat consider a Jarge enough
geographic arca of impact; (2) the DEIR does not appear ko use accurale information -4
regarding existing conditions; (3) the DEIR does not apply TRPA's Environmental
Thresholds as a standards of significance in determining the project’s impacis; and (4)
the DEIR does not identify mitigation measures that adequalely address the Projeci's
Kignificant impacts on the Basin,

The DEIR's “rraffic analysis zone™ should include the full extent of the Busin
likely to be impacted by traffic associated with development allowed under the
updated plan. Primary arcas of concern within the Basin include Kings Beach, Tahoe
Wista, and Tahoe City. These areas, including their accoss routes, are presently J-5
operating at capacity or in failure mode with TCSpCot to transportation jssues. Because
these areas presently have significant teaffic and environmental issues, they ire
unlikely to accommedate any furthcr congestion or impacts unless significant
mitigation measures are provided. In addition, the impacis of the MVCP Update on

Placer County
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Stare Route 89 should be addressed in more detail given the potential use of this route
a5 an allemnative to State Route 267,

Information in the DEIR regarding existing traflic conditions in the Basin does
not appear Lo be consistent with information from TRPA and Caltrans. Because the
DEIR uscs information about existing condilions to calibratc the traffic model, this
discrepancy casts doubt on the DEIR's ultimate conclusions regarding the project’s
impacts on trallic and circulation. The DEIR's descriplion of exisling levels of
service ("LOS") for intersections and roadway segments in the Basin are difficult 1o
compare with TRPA’s and Caltrans” figurcs because the DEIR defines the arca and
divides the roadway segments differently than either TRPA or Calteans. Monetheless,
interseclions and highway scgments in the Basin are currently operating at LOS that
are clearly lower than thoese indicated in the DEIR. Compare DEIR, Table 4.4-6 with
Attachments |, 2, 3. Caluans’ reports indicate that some highway segments in the
Basin are estimated to be at 1.OS “F” by the year 2020 with or without improvements
presently planned by Callrans,

The DEIR nceds to apply TRPA's transportation standards or apply TRFA's
environmenlal thresholds when considering the updated plan’s impacts on traffic and
air quality in the Basin, The DETR lists six standards for delermining significance of

traffic impacts:

1) Project implementation would increase tralfic and dograde the 1OS of
roadways or intersections [rom acceplable to unacceptable conditions or
exacerbate conditions that arc already at an unsatisfactory level,

Z)  Project traffic would exacerbatc conditions at a facility operaling at lower than
minimum standards without the project.

3)  Project implementation would increase traffic volumes on local residential
streets with front-on lots to over 2,000 average daily trips;

4) Project implementation would eonflict with adopted related goals, objectives,
and policics of the Regional Transportation Plan - Air Quality Plan (RTP-
AQP) for the Lake Tahoe Region

5} Project implementation would result in inadequate parking capacity: or

) Project implementation would conflict with transit, pedestrian and bicycle

uses.

Jee DEIR at 4-4-27, Although this list includes consistency with TRPA's Regional
Transportation Plan - Air Quality Plan, the DEIR never actually analyzes that
consistency or employs TRPA's standards for LOS in the Basin. The DEIR should
make use of TRPA's LOS and other traffic standards for roadway segments and
interscctions in the Basin. Furthermore, the DEIR conclndes that the updated plan
would not have a significant impact when measured against scveral of the above-
listed standards (e.g., tralfic acilities, parking, and conflict with pedestrians), but

M

J-5
Cont'd

o -6

J-8

J-9
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mrnrmﬂtinr! regarding existing concitions in the Basin available to TRPA indicates
that Thr; project would have significant impacts with respect 1o at least five and
possibly all six of these standards. (TRPA does not have information regarding local
residential streets to evaluate standard #3).

J-8
Cont’d

Basin, Areas of the Bagin are already operating at maximum capacitics with respeet | J-0

We lnok farward 1o working with you to resolve these dj jes i
: 1sCrepancies in the
I)I—,llR and to develop an updated plan for the Martjs Valley that fully reflects the
environmental conditions in the Lake Tahoo Basin.

Sincerely yours,
%Pﬂu]ﬂ:&
Executive Dirsctor

Enclosures:

Allachment 1: Caltrans’ State Route 28 Truns i

portation Concept Report 5/97
Allachment 2: Calteans' State Route 267 Transportation Concopt Rgpm 301
Attachment 3: Calirans’ State Route 80 Transportation Concept Report 8/01
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STATE ROUTE 28

&
il

N State Routes B9 & 267 /N Local Roads E%4 Lake Tahoe

iid
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STATE ROUTE 28 CONCEPT SUMMARY

ROUTE CONCEPT:

The transportation concept for the three segments of State Route 28 in District 3 is summarized
in the tabla bekow:

Table 1
Transportation Concept Summary Table
20-Year
Current LOE Cancipt Carrenl Coneepl Iidmnle
Sapmuntd Pazi Fost L WD L Fasilily Fuchlity Corrider
Tmpraves
Coumly Em Miles 1996 mEnlE 016 1996 bl 06T
FLA-1 15771 2,368 QLS. 700 P F F ki e E'
P TR TEE T T T 2 ] & i T ETy T
BLAS IEATINTas t TEErT E P F U ] oo

CONCEPT HATIONALE:

State Aoute (SA) 28 axtends 11.0 milas from Route B9 at Tahoe City to Kings Beach, where it
- intersects Rauls 267, and to the California/™evada border. SR 28 is & two o four lane
conventional highway serving recreational traffic along the Morth Shore of Lake Tahos, There
are 3 segments on SR 28. Segments 1 and 3 are two lanes of conventional highway whike
segment 2 is a four-lane conventional highway (4.3 kilometers), State Route 28 is on the

Federal Ald Primary Systam.

Members of the community requested the Flacer County Planning Department 1o study the
possibitity of raducing the number of lanes on Segment 2 (Kings Beach) from four to three
lanes. This reduction In lanes would provide a continuous [&ft turn lane in the median,

The State Dapartmant of Transporation {Caltrans) cenducted a fraffic analysis in Decamber
1986, Thiz analysis determined this propesed reduction in lanes would result in increased
delays, longet queues, additional fuel consumption, and reduced guality on State Raouts 28/267

signalized Intersection's level of service,

The Tahos Reglanal Planning Agency (TRPA] is the responsible regional transportation planning
agency within the Tahoe Basin for transporatien issues and takes the lead role in identifying
transportation sirategiss and projects. Dus to the envirenmaentally sensitive area in tha Tahas
Basin, air quality, land coverage and water quality impacis are carefully evaluated for each
projact. Adverse effects of soil erosion make projects with earthwork particularly sensitive,
Im addition, in order o preserve the unigue character of the Basin, typlcally, TRFA does nat
pursue additional roadway capacity. As a result, with the axcaption of some intersection
improveamants, lhare ara faw highway construciion projects within the Tahos Basin,  Sines
Caltrans Is not tha responsible ageney for programming capacity improving projects in the
Bagin, we cannot guarantes that the overall facility will operate at any laval of sanvice bafter
than LOS F.  Therefore, our concept for 5H 28 will remain LOS F.
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Faspdce am Pl FErrl
Parsent  Zulame eonverionnl bi ) i T"“W‘mﬁm_ﬂ"“'?' Improviments . i
" Faeiline B o the near term, widen existing shoulderato 8 - .
fiset from Drockway Summil to Kings Beach, 1
o s -
Concapt  L-lane convontioral highaey | [n the long tesm, widen salau:ﬁ shouldersra 8 S s e
Fagiliy  with A-fnot sheuldws, feet and add a nu:ul_‘ﬂ':lhl:lurlﬂ i dimbi.l'l]’ lane 1o ! “‘\-._- il
Rrockway Summit. : 5
t i himme  Feane conwonliom | b ighsay | PPy
" Facility vy Befioun sheon ldors and o H h‘ln.-.;...._,,.
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Life Liae 0 o=MenLifkiliae, | Lo Lme Reuie
Description - Rationale - General Comments
Fegment thres maverses south=asterly on an undivided iwo-lane conventional highway 3,23 mikes in length, The segment beging at
Eirockwey Summit (EL 7,179 fi) and descends $45 fizct at a 6.79 % grade info the Tahos Basin and ends at a threc-way signalized
interieciion o State Route 28 in Kings Deach, The roule provides access 1o commaercial aod residential land vses serving both regioral
loenl traffic. This particular scement is primarily nsed for recreational 2ccees 10 and from the Tahoe Basin.
The seamenl cr0a5es OVEr MounTiingls terrain contiining mumenus hotizantal curves. The sombination of a 6.79% prade and
horizontal aligneisnt impact capacity and sendcs fow rates. The terrain not only affects operating capabilitics of vehiclas, but alsa
eatricts the cpporiunity in pass slow-moving vehicles. The sieep sustained uphill grade cauzes vehicles, particulnry tracks, buses, and
ecrenttomal vehicles, 1o travel at slow spoeds and the absence of passing lanss and inadequate shoulder width on the uphill grade creates
ony; traffic plateons, reduces. capasity, affecy the level of service and inerenses delay.
The route concept fimpravement on this scgment consists of widening the shaukders to & feet from Brockway Summit to SR 28 near
wings Beach, During winter months heavy snow can be expecied; therefore, the increased shouldsr width wauld prowide additonal
ow removal storage on the highway. In non-winter meaths, the additional shoulder width will provide emergency parking and allow
lower moving vebiclos wnporary wse of the shoulder to permit faster vehicles the epportunity to pass. This concept improvement
uld ircrease rondway safety, disperse uaFﬁcplllu-qu.! and reduce delay. Although this cegment is bozated inside the jursdiction of the
e Basin moeatoriom on hiphway construction, this type of project would e impede the Takoe Basin mosstariom on capasity
Impravements.

The ullirnate concept improvement is 10 construct a truck-clisbing lane in the northbownd direction of SR 267 aver Brockway
Buminil, Support for Lhis oncept 18 refirenced in tha Regionil Transportation Plan - Air Quality Plan for the Lake Tahoe Region
Tealfirmed [res. 1994),

Although lefi-tim pockits were constructed in 1999, further chimnelization and signalization fmprovementa 1o the 5B 26728
infersection wonld provids capoeity for pezk period traffic demand and reduce operational conflicts tmong vehicles, pedestrians, and

icyclists. Support for this concept is refercrced in the Envirenmental Improvement Program for the Lake Tahoe Region (Febrsary
1995). the Draft North Tahoe Cammunity Plans {Cctober 1994), and the Regional Transportation Plan - Air Quality Plan for the Lake
ahae Region (Des 1994). A "Minor A" project is proposed ta modify the signalization.

The strategic deployment of [ntelligent Tramsponation Systom (ITS) technelogies such as Road Weather Information Syatems
RWIE), Traffic Monitering Smtions (Th3), apd Changeable Message Signs (CM3) should be integrated and applied to betier rmanage

il conire] ira fic operating conditiens.

Trandponation prajects are dictated by the enviranmental ssnsitivity of the Tahoe Basin and mandated by the Tahoe EIP
Enviranmental Improvement Program). Several projeets within the Tahoe Basin are 2ssociared with the "Environmental Irmprovement
rogram” (EIF) which it 2 management practice fo prevent of minimize water quality prablems within the Tahae Bugin. These praects
include such meeasares s erosion contrel, drainage improvements, mitigation plantings, seenic improvments, and the sddition of

rainape basina,

e {5 el
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e
b

Projects Programmed (RTIFSTIFSHOFPR)
Projects Listed in Local Long-Range Flanning Docaments
2002 S[I0FP Scenic road #40 Rrockway suloll mprovment G55 SHOPP  Griff Creek - Ingprove drainags

(PM 8.9/9.8)

00/ SHOPP Brockway Summit Plantings ol Brockway Summit ~Add 2002 SH 237267 intersaeticn
- Mitigation plantings (PM SIOPP  dreinage basin (PM &.7/8.7) SHOFP  improvments - Tmprove with
GG} rarm fanes o aid traffic fow.
(PM 9.85/9.54)
LOCAL PLANNING JURISTICTIONS Air Quality

The following information Is a bricf everview only. For spueific
environmenal information, contact the Caltrans LHstrice 3 Environmenta|
Mg

Ajr Bagin: Mourian Caumics

: Helhoes Siesra Ajr Qustiy Maragement Disirel | Bedpral Adr Quality Mon-Attainment Designations:
,_._—..-L e R —

"Air : :
G Ve € | €01 Aidnment DZONE: NoaApplicable for 1 b PM19:Unclsified

' Tibee Hegiamad Phunning Agseey {TRPA)
RTFAS B0, Mo 1098
MPD Fiphr Cove, NY B0aE

(530) T85-3280

QuaBy  Geaga Valley, CA 95093
DraLrict [33 ) suaderdnan-slisinmen [
3 [338) 342 s i

e, o cr v mmamea ah L;.“.d.l]’.'.

il e 18 undeveloged at the begising of this mountainous segment, A3 SR 267 descends into the Tahae Basin in Kings Bench, the
: sommmercial. Recreation facilities mchade a golf coutse in the nonbeest

1

wrid uge is peimarily residential with same yetail and tourist
waclrant of 5B 267723,

MMadal Oplions
The MorhsharNorthshore Shuttle is opemted by Marthstor-At-Tahos and provices service during e |
il. Service is provided berween The Hyaz st Incline Village and Northstar-At-Tahot. Bervics
[l AM and tnds at Morthelar-at-Tahoe at 8:40 AM with a retum wip from #:30 10 510 PM.
opersies twe busing routes on SR 267, they include: the Kings Beach Route andl the Truckee)
Frofley Route, The Kings Beach Roubs opéarsted Movember through April making ten runs per day, seven days a week batween The
has Sands Resort mmd Northatzr-As-Tahoe from 7:00 AM 10 5:30 FM. The Truckee Trolley eperutes Movember through A pril making
u reutas per duy, seven days 1 wisk between The Truckes Depot and Horthstar-Ad-Tahoe from 7.00 AM 1w 5:30 FM. The Truckes
olley also operates a secvice April tarmegh Movember making seven nens per day Mondsy through Saturdyy between the
ruckes-Fahoe Airport nnd West End Donner Lake from 9:15 Am to 15 PM.
leyele: A Class 11 Bikewny (Bike Lane) will be consirueled slong S 267 from Kmpgs Beach o Brockway Summit. {Emvirammental
Improvement Progran for the Lake Tahoe Region, February 1598, Air Cheafity - p. 1) The implementation dats of this prajeet it

lscheduted for 2007, Becuuze of the steep prade, Bicyele specds een approach those of motor vehicles; therefisre, additiansl e
avide inzreased sight distance and maneuverability with ndditienal support from

lwulder width should be provided n the design to pr )
Eﬂ *Share The Rosd", *Park OFF Pavement” and "Mo Parking.” All bikeway plarming

arthstar™eorthshore Shultle:
inter manths of Movamber throagh Apr
epina at The Hyutt at Incline Village at 8:
‘I™M (Area Tramsit Management): ATM

wement markings snd signs depicting "Biks Lane’,
el dezign should be coondinated with local and reglonol agencies.

13
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e, Highvay Log Rightor Woy fatormaon 7 0 1

Aniauga Maodizn Wi B0 Meens Avarage Lane Widikd: 388 Moy 7 Average Fhiulder Widig: B2 mpeters lNu. Lanes; i

T < _____ Traffic Analysis and Highway Information

i i A S B =
| i " i Tralli I

i 4 AT EuULLLtt_‘iulw i . LoS ic Analysis Comments

000 9900 | 950 ¢ pgo S
w0 | s ise om '
- 2020 | ig900 ¢ 1600 ;102 B
Tertain: Mauntaing ‘Land Use; Drakadang & Ly :qumm-‘rnuLa.ndUm: Inhn'hnd.k..uﬁ::m -
‘% Traffic Growih¥e:  L¥% |Dally Truck %: g3 Tetal AccidentRate va I
Pnk Pariod Lir Sphies 3% |Peak Period Truck %:  Frtalities + Injuries Ace Rate vs
Y e B St e NEV T SO -

Future Right of Way Needs

Mear tern right of way widihs should be ﬂbliﬁnedﬂrmwntd in erdes to widen the cristing 4-foot shoulders o @ feel Long term righe
wiy witlihs should be obiined or reserved inorder to constnsct a northhound truck elimbing lane nd 8-foot irented shoulders on nonk
pnd sosthbound sides. Additiens] shoulder width may ba necessary to szeommodite parking and bike lancs,
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STATE ROUTE 89

Transportation Concept Report

T I
p -“"".:. L

District 3

August 2001
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District 3 - Transportation Concept Report Fact Sheet

P Ahead 8560
PM Back 21.669
Distance [mi]; 13.108

Route: B9
segment Number: §

County: Placer [Tahoe
Reglon)

13.776
34.873
21.087

PHm Ahcad
PHm Back
Distance [km}:

Y

AP . TR

Concept Summary -
Presant Facilify:
26

Concept Faciity: & R
2C . -

Littimata Facility: _
2C ¥ :
Level of Service (LOS) [
Present LOS:

20 yr, LOS - Mo Build:

20 yr, Concept LOS:
Zaneral Plan LOS Standand:
Ganeral Plan Yoo T e

Nevada County

@ T,

Placer County

"
EE g e T

gmmTm

. " El Dorado
SR County

- L
N L.

FROM SR 50/28 INTERSECTION IN TAHOE CITY TO PLAJNEV COUNTY LINE

Transportation Concept improvermnents

- Suppor the need to increase manual traffic contral at the Alpine Meadows Road that intersects

SH 89 ;

- Signalize the West River intersection in Tmck-o_ae. o

- Safoty and operational Improvernents aleng with normal maintenanee and rehahilitation wil
colir a5 naaded. )

—DWidan i a 40° zection to meet current standards where appropriate to accommodate safe and

efficient fravel for vehicles. )

- Provide widening for the allowance of a bike path, as appropriate.

- Integrate ITS elements inta an interconnected ransporation system.

Description - Rationale - General Commenis

Segment 5 is a two-lane conventional highway that extends northward from Tahoe Cily to a half
mile =outh of Interstate 80 near Truckee. This segment runs through Tahoe City and serves
Alpine Meadows and Sguaw Valley ski resorts,

Flan Amendment. Rezoning, and Conditional Use Permit for Placer County
is underway In order to develcp a park on 35 acres of land to be purchased frnm tha USFS; and,
lhe Yilage 2t Squaw Velley USA isa proposed development that is divided into two major
components, the Vilage and the replacement day skier parking faciities. (refer to land use
section for a more detailed description)

A proposed General

The curmuiative impacts of the two projects described above require mitigation measures that
nclude signalization al the Wast River intarsection in Truckea and an increase In the hours of

Gounty-Route-Segment: PLA-EG-5 23
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manual traffic contral during weekend peak periods at the Alpine Meadows Foad intersection.

Land Use

The land uze along this sagment is recreational with two of the laroer ski resorts, Squaw Vallay
and Alpine Meadows with their refated facililies, located on this segment. During the summer
the Truckee River is popular for rafting.

A propased General Plan Amendment, Rezoning, and Conditionzl Use Permit for Placer Caunty
is undenway in order to develop a park on 35 acres of land to be purchased from the USFS, The
" park will include @ tot lot, grass play area, picnic area, wetlands overlook, trail staging aréa and
Irail connection to the Westermn States Trail, paved bicycle trail, and a gravel driveway and
parking lok. This praject is to be located at the SW corner of the intersectian of Squaw Valley

Road and SR 89,

The Vilage at Squaw Valley USA iz a proposad development thal s dividad into two major
componenls, the Village and the replacement day skier parking facilies, The \Village is
comprised of 640 residential units and 85 retailrestaurant establishments placed in a pedestrian
environment. Supporting services for both the rasidential and commercial space include 1000
undarground parking spaces below the Village, improved pedastrian and vehicular circulation,
servicing depots, and commaon areas. The replacement parking facllity is camprised of two multi-
slary parking struetures lolaling 1300 spaces. The project is located al Olympie Valley.

Modal Options

Tahos Area Regional Transit (TART) bus service is operated by the County of Placer,
Departmant of Public Warks with confributions from the Regicnal Transportation Commission of
Washoe County and Town of Truckes, Buses run seven days a week, year round, beginning at
6:10 a.m. until 6:23 p.m. TART operates along North Lake Tahoe shoreline and includes a
shutlle batween Tahoma and Truckes via Highway 89 several times daily.

Truckee Intermodal Transportation Center serves as the AMTRAK station and makes
conneclions to local transit and Greyhound. AMTRAK provides a route, the California Zephyr,
that extends from Oakland/Emenyville to Chicago and vice a versa passing through Truckea.
The service oparates on a daily basis with a train traveling east and one traveling wesL

Construction of & Class | bleycle trall will link Alpine Meadows to Squaw Valley. The bikeway
narth of Squaw Valley to Truckes is a Class Il running along the shoulder of SR B9, This
bikeway is intended o ba part of the bike Lrail that will eventuaily loop around Lake Tahos,

Fulture Right of Way

Mone

County-Route-Segment; PLA-80-5 24
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Functional Classification Infermation
Funclional Classiiication: Minar Artarial

Highway Log Right of Way

Infarmation
Linits: Medors
Avg, Medlan Widih: a
Avg. Lane Width; iy
Avg, Shoulder Width 2.4
Mumber ef Lanes: 2
General Commients;

MHS: Hon NHS
FrameayExpresaway: Non Freeway/Expressway
Mational Truck Systom:  Terminal Access Rouls
Scenie Routa: Officlally Designated
Lifehne Riaube: Nan Life Ling

IRRE: IRRS

nocng

Projects Planned | Mon-funded: 10 yr
SHOPPf RTPAJMPO)

Projects Programmed (RTIP/ STIPISHOPP)

County-Roule-Segment; PLA-89-5

2002 Masler F5R 1o Wenlify operational, | 2000 Renabilitation werk from PM 0.0 -
SHOPR [10  [safety and environmental project SHOPP PM 21.70, constructon date Spring
¥r.) {EIP|, consirustion date anticipated 2008
for 2008 (on BN porfion
canstruction date to be 2006, PM
0.0 lo PM 21.3. Project lo be from
ED Co line io NEV Co jina.
Traffic Analysis
Year AADT PkHrVol  VICRatio LOS Comments
2000 16700 1550 .67 E
2010 21400 1950 0.B5  E
2020 26050 2400 1.04 F
Traffic Data Land-Use Data
Peak Period Direct Split: G65% Land Lse Zone: Recreational
% Traffic Growth Per Year, 5% Terrain: Rolling
Future-20yr. Lard Use: Recreational
Accident Data Truck Volumes
Todal Accident Rate: 20% AADTTruckVolumes | Peak Poriod Volmes
Cesmtpiares pive semwa seyment aceldent Truck | % Trucks | Truck Truck | % Trucks
Fata Witk M Sinfewide o B Rl am S
Jocilites of fhis type, Note: 100% suuds Type |AADT | Voumes |Type | Pesk Pericd | Volume
the Surivwide averagn, A All
i Ra Typas 5.00% B43 Types 3.00% 47
atal Injury Rata: % TAxdg | 18 =
) ; 2% | 105 |3Axe 16.2%
Comparas the atunl fisimity g Injury A Axlm i 4 Axle 8
rares with e Sialawide averpe rere on &t 8 1.2%
}'Mﬂfﬂ'n.'fm)_":ﬁ.llt e, Note: 100% egualy 5 Ay 13.7% Ba & Anle 13.7% B
she Siatewindy average. " Does not Inglude 2.axls ks
25
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Loecal Planning Jurisdictions
Air Quality Placer County APCD {DeWwitt Canter) RTPA! Tahoe Reglonal Planning Agency
PistAict 45454 *B° Ave. MPO: 308 Darla CL, Suite 103
Aubumn, CA 95803-2603 Zephyr Cove, NV 89440-9702
(530 8657130 (¥75) SRE-454T
Air Quality

The feflewing information ts a brief overiew cnly, For spechic envimrmental information, contact the Calirans
District 3 Environmental Ofices.

Alr Basin Lake Tehos
Federal Afr Quality Non-Atfalnment Designations:

CO: Attainment-Mainlenance PM10: Unclassifed/Allainment Ozane: Allainmant hr. sid. not
[CO Protoce! Applies) applicable

County-Route-Segment: FLA-88-5 26
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LETTER J:

Response J-1

Response J-2

Response J-3

Response J-4

Response J-5

Response J-6

JUAN PALMA, TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to
the Tahoe Basin).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to
the Tahoe Basin).

The environmental impact analysis provided in the Draft EIR does evaluate the
project’s effect on existing environmental conditions (at release of the Notice of
Preparation) under environmental issue areas such as land use, hazards,
hydrology and water quality and biological resources. However, the focus of
the impact analysis of environmental issues associated with traffic, air quality
and noise was at buildout of the Plan area, which was assumed in the Draft EIR
to occur by the year 2021.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Analysis). In addition, it is not possible to specifically respond to the comment
indicating the DEIR does not have accurate information regarding existing
conditions, because the specific data the commentor suggests is inaccurate is
not specified. The project does apply the TRPA’s LOS thresholds within the Tahoe
Region as indicated on Draft EIR pages 4.4-26, 4.4-27 and 4.4-57.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Analysis). The LOS analysis of SR 28 only included the segments immediately east
and west of SR 267, which are both four-lane facilities. Therefore, the existing
LOS is reported to be better than the LOS reported in the SR 28 Concept report,
which reports the worst LOS of a much larger segment (which include two-lane
segments). The SR 89 segment analyzed in the EIR is located north of 1-80, not
south of 1-80, for which the commentor provided the transportation concept
report. Again, the segment analyzed in the Transportation Concept Report is
longer than the segment analyzed in the EIR. More importantly, however, is that
different LOS methodologies were used to analyze LOS, resulting in different LOS.
The commentor is also referred to Response to Comment E-1.

As a large portion of the data used in the existing conditions analysis came
directly from Caltrans count data, the counts data used in the analysis and the
count data used in the existing conditions analysis in the Transportation
Concept reports are very similar.

The 2021 traffic volumes are forecasted using a traffic model that generates
traffic volumes based upon the build-out of the County's and Town of Truckee’s
undeveloped land uses. When there is a model available, it is much more
accurate to base future traffic volumes on land use quantity forecasts projected
and developed for the County than it is to base it on historical growth rates, as
these growth rates will change over time and do not represent the development
capacity of the region. It is general Caltrans practice to estimate future traffic
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Response J-7

Response J-8

Response J-9

volumes using the straight-ine method, which has resulted in traffic-volume
forecasts that are higher than estimated by the model used in the EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Traffic
Analysis), 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin) and Response to
Comment J-4.

The only intersection within the Tahoe Basin analyzed was the SR 28/SR 267
intersection. The TRPA LOS thresholds were applied to this intersection. The
commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the
Tahoe Basin).

The Draft EIR concludes that the plan would result in significant impacts to the SR
28/SR 267 intersection and not have a significant impact on parking in the area
as adequate parking is required at the individual development project level. In
addition, the plan implements many policies that would improve pedestrian
and bicycle facilities in the area. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

Response J-10 Mitigation for traffic impacts to the intersection of SR 28/SR 267 are specifically

noted on Draft EIR pages 4.4-51 through -57. The commentor is referred to
Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

Placer County
May 2003
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August 14, 2002

@ooz

Cammiesiancrs
Afurk Thermar . .
: Mr. Fred Yeager, Planning Director
e 175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburmn, California 95603
Peter Aramid
Destriet &1 -
ity Dear Mr, Yeager:
Lex Sendjforth We are pleased to submit our comments on the Draft EIR for the Martis Valley
Dirtries 11F Community Plan, Owur comments are focused on the Biological Resources element
50T TI-5 B0 found at Section 49, Please be so kind as to add us 1o vour notification list, at he | &
! letlerhead address, to receive the Final EIR or other docurmients your staff and =
;ﬁuﬁ ",-' consultants may develop refating to biclegical resources of the proposed plam,
136:432-2286 ) ] )
We have organized our comments in a way that will hopefully assist your review team in
Ray Buler drafling responses, The first section, tems That Need 1o be Address, focuses on
mm issues we believe lo be essential for the Final EIR lo meet the legal “adeqguacy” test. | o
Some items in this secticn are new [ssues, The remaining need more explanation | =
Susan Mieraky, ancdior further analysis to assure the point or policy being made iz clear. We also
0.1, est several new policles here for your consideration and response.
Momber al Large sug8 pe =
SI0ETI-IET The second section, Errors, Corrections and Additions, covers generally minor
Craig ferrart problems in the Plan. Some will need responses. Ve befieve consideration of these E
Adember ar Large tems will assigt In assuring a more professional firal document your stall and
S30:208-1661 consultants ean take pride in.
iJH“!ATLﬂm We have also included several Appendices which include information that did nat fit .
SI0IETRISE neally elsewhere bul which provide essential background to better understand ourf | x
comments,
Bill Drawn
o The Commission wishes to state that we have vigorously excluded and edited out
i anecdotal information from our comments.  While we have nat included a detalied | «»
Paul Boek reference section because of time constraints, we are able fo do so if necessary. In| =
égrwm most Instances peer-reviewed joumnals and monographs, agency repos, and university
AT
Er-Officla Advisor reseanch anchor our camments.
$30373-2648

Enmmisson,
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ITEMS THAT NEED TO EE ADDRESSED
MARTIS VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN DEIR

To faciltate review, this saction is divded into issues that: 1) are not addressed in the
DEIS, 2) need additional analysis,/evaluation, end 3} suggesied naw poficies that we
think would help the Plan achieve iis policy statements,

1. ISSUES NOT ADDRESSED IN THE DEIR

1. MARTIS LAKE The Nevada County Fish and Wildlife Commission recently received
a written communication from a long-time resident who reviswed the DEIS and has
extensive exparienca using tha Lake for fishing and other recraation. He raises a
rumber of potentizlly serious issues about the lake. The letter is Included in s
entirety herein as Appandix A, Wea are not in the position 1o judge the merit of the
many issues lisled, However, whan we hear reports from rellable observers that
physiesl hebitat eonditions have changed #f k= reason far concemn and investigation.
For instance, the presence of toxics in soils and surace waters are known 10 be
especialtly harmiul 1o benthic invertebrates, all amphibiang, and fish, Since aguatic
organisme can be especially sensitive, unusual conditions are seen as possible early
warnings of more serious issues. We strongly believe that is in the best interest of
Plager County, as lead agency for the MY Community Flan, o immediately cause
inwestigations to be underaken by exper panies (such as responsible agencies,
privite congultants, ete.) to determine what actual, on-site conditions are. For
Instancea;

* if there is eutrophication in Martis Lake, can it be determined # causes are K&
from point sources or natural background conditions?

* Ara pesticidas in lact present in the mud and surtace waters and how do thay
compane {more, Eame, less) with what is being reported annually in the water
purveyor's waler quality report which list pans per whalever for each ftem lor
each domestic supply well in the Martis aquifer? If pasticides are present, -
where are they coming from.

* We have noted that seversl domestic wels in this area now exceed the new
federal arsenic standard for drinking water. This iz reportedly from natural
conditions. Could this be causing die-offs in Maris Lake? Are concentrations
of arsenic greater in the surlace water than in underground aquiter waters?

H Martis Lake 15 found to have water quality toxic problems from undstermined
sources: 1) will the Plan includa a formal, pesticide monitoring program?, 2) will tha
Plan include g soils monitoring element? and 3} if lateral movament of water through
the aquifer is found 10 ba the sowce of pollutarts, wiil the Plan require regular @sting
of both established and future groundwater testing wells? Finally, wil 3 monitoring
pratocol include independent, aversighl review?
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pdanis Lake is probably the 'sink® for most of the planning arsa and any problam not
aggressively corrected now is almost guarantaed 10 ascalate as cumulative impacts of
upsiream aciivities centralize downstream. We have sgan this happen reguiarly
throughout Calfornia leading to an endlass game of catch-up, incressed reguiation for
remaining property owners, increesed expense for svery ratepayer, and continuing
resource damage. Timely aclion and pravention have proven 10 be cost effective and
efficient strategies. For biological resources, sofls tests are criical. Toxic-laced soils
can lake decades to clean up as thay can'i be efficienty diuted or flushed as surtace
waters can.  Functioning soils are absolutely essential 1o all biclogical processes.

Anoiher key issue to us at Menis Lake is the potential loss of the once-outstanding
recreational fishery managed under the state’s Wild Trout Pregram. This is a critical
issue for many that the Plan does not directly address, We can assure you that large
numbars of people in the region are concerned.  Some have called us and we have Kg
seen a few at puttlic meetings. Whie the Flan Includes many policies thal seem

favarable to prometing recreation elzments such as trails, open space, sic., we can
find nothing specific to uneguivocally support the outstanding assel of the Martis Lake
fishery, an asset aready in place and having a long record of successtul and
sustained use. Wil Placer County make this commitment in the Martis Valley
Commurity Plan?

The last concem we have about Martis Lake relates to the USFWS Lehontan Gutthroat
{LCT) Recovery Plan, an issue also mentioned in the Appendix A lefter. Our concemns
are from & slightly different perspective. We are concerned that the Plan has no clear
policy 1o suppor LCT recovery. The LCT Recovery Plan s now being developed
through an open, public process by apencies and ndividuals representing many K-8
diverse interests. This process is costly in both time and money. USPWS recovery
plans typically don't involve outside interests to the degree the LOT Flan is doing.
While the DEIR for the MV Community Plan assesses impacts to LCT as "potentially
significant” for all land use ahernatives [pp 4.9-58 & 58), there is no commitment to
species recovery at any level. This leads us to the question, What is the County's
position toward a Final Recovery Plan of resioration program? What puzzies us is that
Placer County has signed a Matural Community Conservalion Planning [NCCPR)
Agreement on October Sth, 2001 thal moves resource planning puwef‘!'l.llly toward a
cooperative mode, something we see as fuzzy in the MV Plan. The signatories
represent many agencies that have major roles in the MY Community Plan such as
Department of Fish and Game, US Fish and \Wildlile Service, elc. We are nct able lo
find a mertion af 1his Agreemant in the MV Community Plan. We are further
asiounded by this daeletion because the Agresmert calls for development of a Matural
Community Conservation Plan/Hebitat Conservation Flan (NCCP/HCP) for the Marlis
Valley Community planning area (at 4.1.2 in the Agreement]. We understand data for
tnis *Phase 2° plan is being collected and should be available sometime in 2003 with
perhaps en NCCP/HCP released by 2005. It seems this schedule 'f-iﬂ certainly close
many planning options and ppporturitias for nalueal resource planning because the

K-10
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My Community Flan will likety be finalized. VWe are very disappointed and believe this
is vary shorsighted. We =ee the Agreement as an affirmation that Placer Courty is
serious about some very enfightened policies that are in the MY Community Plan,
Literally, 1ne horses will be out of the barn when it comes time to craft the NCCP/HCP | K-10
for the planning area. There is cbwviously a closs nexus bebwesn MV Community Plan | Cont'd
policies and the Agreement. Why ara they being treated seperately? Can a pollcy be
grafted for tha Martis Valley Communily Flan DEIS that recognizes the NCCP/HCP
Agresment and their relationship? ) .

2. SPECIES While we found the Plan's trestment of biclogical species 1o be abowve
average, there is an additional spocies to ba addressed that is so recent that it is
probably not yet entered inlo the California Matural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB),
which Is typically & year or bwo behind on posting repons. In 2007 there were bean
confrmed sightings of California bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis californiana) in
Placer County within 5 miles of the Plan area. The sheep were lkisted as CA
threatened in 1971, upgraded to CA endangered in 1929, and federally listed
endangered in 2000. Thers are indicetions the sheep [number unk.] moved into the
Plan area from the Pyramid Lake region ol Nevada and have 1zken up residence.
Although the histeris renge of the species in Mevada and Placer counties was from K-11
Donner Sumrmil eastward to Pyramid Lake regions, they have been extirpated from
this part of the Siera Mevada for over 120 years. Biclogically speaking, this is an
extremely significant happening, validating traditlonal exioms in biology and mamy
hypotheses in conservation biclogy. What happens next i being followed by
biologists from around the warld, We are famniliar with much of the recent research on
bighom sheep and strengly suggest investigating the work of Wehausen, Bleich, and
Berger before addressing the issue. In our opinion, & key Issue will unguestionably be
heaw to protect animal movement areas. Sheep ned to change elevations and ranges
io survive. This issue has added complexity in that fernales and males inhabit ditferent
renges excepl during breeding. Because of lack ol informaton on the diferant gender
use areas and movement patterns, inadverient blocking of access betwoen sexes has
proven to ba a problem in Caitornia and needs to be avoided.

1 FUTURE SURFACE WATER APPROPHRIATIONS We have been invoived with the
Truckee River Operaling Agreement [TROA) negotiations for a number of years., As
part of the original Settement Act, there is a moratodum on processing any water
appropriation applications in Califarnla untll the TROA is signed - probably 2-3 years
from now. Calilornia is allowed to appropriata 13,000 acra fast (AF) of surace waler
in the Truckee River Basin from Lake Tahoe to the sisle line. Water agencies, K-12
individuals, etz. showing “beneficial use® can file applications with the State Weter
Control Board 10 approprizte surface water. There is a ragulated process featuring
review opporunities, comments, etc. By rough calculation we think applications for
betweaen 4.000 - 5,000 AF from the Plan area will be fied immediately after the TROA is
signed. This could have a devastating effect in meeting the many enlightensd policies
and mitigations having to do with riparian and stream protection that the My
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Community Plan proflers in the-DEIS. We can visualize sceriarios whars these policies
and mitigstions might not be worth the paper thay. are writlen on, Therelore we sck
that the DEIS assess polential impacte that are Ekoly under a 2,000 AF, 4,000 AF, and K-12
a 6,000 AF appropristion allernatives. We strongly suggest this analysis identity the Cont'd
pelantisl approprielors (Placer County Waled Agency, Truckes Donner PUD, ranches
golf courses, etc.). and ask them to quantify what they need ior beneficial uss. We
befieve the DEIR is incompiete and inadequate without this analysis,

Water is such a critical issue here that 8 new policy nead 1o drafled for the MV
Cemmunity Plan tho the effact thal “The County Planning Department will request rem
the State Water Control Bosrd to be on the notification st to receive and review al
waler appropriation applications for the Martis Valley Community Plan Area, The
Flapq:ng Depanment will review every application 15 assure compliance with Plan
policies and miigation palicies and will conduct similar reviews for compliance with any
NCCF/HCP Pan(s) and USFWS Recovery Fians, if any, that exist at tha time of
appropriation application”. While wa have tha highest respect for &l cur waler
purveyors, we realiza how cifficult it is for them 1o keep up with the land use planning
activities now rﬁ&ppanm al every level. We balieva the Planning Departmant is the
best place for this review responsibility. A method of public notfication should also be
inciuded. Can you develop such a policy for the DEIS?

I ITEMS MEEDING ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS/EVALUATION

1. FINDING OF "LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.FROM DISTURBANCE OF
COMMON PLANT COMMUNITY IS INCORRECT We disagree strongly on your finding
for Great Basin sage scrub. An analysis based on remote sensing without ground
truthing is very unreliabla in making other than a crude, quantiative measurement - the
izsue here is quality. Compared to locations from Modoc County 1o Walker, the
condition of the community found in the Flen area is far superior and more diverse.
We agrea this community 1s widespread bul montoring transects in place from the
15950's show severe degradation and complete type conversion into annual weed fields
in the vast majority of surveyed locations. There are many published papers in the
scientific literature documenting this. The Bureau of Land Management has published
the faci that they are losing resource values on 3,000 ecres a day in the West to
invasive weeds. There are &lso extensive data in agency files as well. Mumerous
presentations have been made =t professionsl sockty symposia (Wildlife Society,
Society for Conservation Biology, Range Society, Desert Tortoise Council, etc.),
Further, these sociaties have published symposia proceedings that are in the lRerature.
Finally, in the last three years, fedaral and state land management agencies in Movada
have declared this community the most threatened in Morth America and are
scrambling 1o develop conservation strategies. Our clozs oheervation of the local
sage scrub community {Es-per:_ialhr considering tha unique atirbuwtes found for reascns

K14
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described by Young in Barbouwr and Major, 1990, at cha

1 L . i pter 22 and elsewhere) for
Gver twenty years is that it is absolutely irreplaceable at this fime for providing ::quall'ry i
habital needs for many common and uneommon animals. We need en explanation oy | Contd
hew you arrived &t this finding considering current facts argd documentad conditions

2. MITIGATION MEASURE 4 98 (zep at 4.0.87

lh:_ﬂ_’AC.“_T TO LESS THAN SIGMIFICANT FOR HA}WGEEETA}?JEASEHTTSEELEAMG
mitigaton measure offered s Not scientifically based or acceptoble a3 meznin vl
mitigation. We don't understand how removing nest trees atier baby birds £ -l
even qualifies as miligatien Numerous studies based on years of actual ﬁai-:lle:jrf st h
show most migrating birds retum almaost to the exact locstion where they = e
raised & brood the previous ssason. If the habitat has been modifiad M?an ﬁasshﬂy
searching for ancther suilable nesting sile exposes them to predetors and gim-: o K-15
Studies by Dr. Mark Reynolds st Sagenen Station show migrating neo-iropical bird "
retwned from Central Amerca and nested within fest - or a few yards at most whe
H'_IE'!' previously nestsd. Mest affinity is an evolutionary strategy that Is so sﬂ'nnh wthh:tre
disturbance of thase habilats can lead 1o dramatie, and rapid population decings
Numerous studies are in the terature and results are unequivacal. We can possib
see this proposal a5 a "best management practice” in cases where a nast tra?;adhﬂ:
be remowved but as miigation, absolitely not. 1N just the last month the Sacramento
Alrpon came under investigation for removing nest rees after the fiedge - even though
these wara nest trees for listed species. It seems to us your proposed policy Bn't »
much differant than theirs and it cbviously went wrong. Please tell us why you believe

your poficy will work.

3. MITIGATION MEASURE 4.9.8 (see &t 4.9-78) QUESTIONABLE |
IMPACTS TO LESS THAN SIGMIFIGANT LE‘u'EL:‘S We are umable 'I'; Eﬂm how
requiring project level, locused surveys for extremely rars or wide-ranging animals ke
wmm; and pacific fisher, can be caled mitigetion 1o reduee a project 1o léss than
significance. In the Jast decade Dr. Tom Kucera ran a three year balt station with
movement-aciivatad camaras in an atiempt to survey welvarng in the Sierra Hevada
Cespits having & number of remote sites in areas of previously recorded wolvering
activity, three field seasons produced zero results and the study was abandoned. We K-16
arg equally concerned with Sierra Nevada snowshioe hare surveys. Thera a several
membars of the genus Legus that inhakit the plan area. They can all exhibit seasonal
changes in pelage color and positive visual ctassification is problematic even far
Expens. Serous sunveys would ivolve live trepping.  Abschae identification would
invohve killing the animal, boiing flesh 2nd fur off the skull, and inspecting the tasth
bane_ structure, mendibles, eic. - and probatly Companng them to known !ru.rsm.rn.
specimens - 1o be absclutely sure. Posiive identification of the Sierra Nevada red fax
Is only slightly less problemslic. Considering the cost of this mitigation maasure, tha
extrm?alg,r limited sample size, i any, that could ever be coliected for some ﬂ-.gsg'
animals, we really have to question how this qualifies for mitiaat i
us with a rational explanation other than a CEQA prmesstlgguﬁmercﬂa:a;w;eg:mmﬁ:?
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4. Pege 4.9-10. Possible legal error. The last sentence regarding "overriding
considerations” needs review and clarification. Wa sre awara that legislaturas of load
agencies (city councils, boerds of superisors, ele.) can make “findings® of overriding
considerations, but that administrative agencles cannoL Wa know this autherity 1o K=AT
make findings is embodied in CEQA but we are unaware the sama authority is again
found in CESA. Pleass discuss and also identify the party(ies) who have authority to
make findings of overriding consideration for tha Mertis Valley Community Plan.:

5. Page 4.9-14. Policy £.C.7(g). Anadromous Is misspelied thiode

We have found there s widespread MiSConzepiion ms“?:m mnr'.-.‘nulljt%:rfsmmﬂ:le ghosrsm i
what apadrmpnus means. Sinca this is &n impodant policy, & is imperative the Plan
defing in detsil the term anadromous ard discuss its a2pplication 1o the Martis Valley
Caommunity Plan. Many think fish must migrate from salt water to fresh water to
spawn 10 be classilied as enadromous. Misunderstanding is 2o widespread that soma
using this defindion would conclude there is no applcability of e policy to the Pls
This ks incorrect. The word anadromous derives from a combination of Greek wnrg-s
meaning upward, a running, 1o run. Thus Webster's defines anadromous as "going
fivers 10 spawn; said of salmon, shad, ete.”. By this defintion, any fish maoving up i
streams/rivers 10 spawn is anaedromous, without regard to the old salt/fresh water
argument. However, one could certalnly get confused by reading Webster's definition
for salmon; “they live in sall waler and Spawn in frash water, though some varieties arm
landiockad in lakes®. Ta resolve the confusion surrounding anadromous, K-18
ichthyologisis from around World underiook a lengthy examination of the scientific
record and debated the issue for years. In the early 199C's they the scientific
evidence was 50 overwhelming that they reached consensue. Because of advances |n
the ability to mesture genalic faclors at very fine scales, it was found that salmon and
trout were 50 closely related genetically ihat there are no significant ditferences, Whan
life histories were compared, both trout and salmon have plentiful examples of sall-to-
fresh and fresh-to-fresh movements 1o spawn. Subsequently, all rout have been
moved from the genus Salmo inte Oncorhynchus, the genus for all the salmon,
Historically speaking, John C. Fremont was either totally confused or Incredibly
prescient when in the 1840 he named what is now the Truckee River the Salmon-
Trout River In honer of the giant Lahontan Cutthroat Trout that moved up the river 1o
spawn from Pyramid Lake.

To summarize gur point. We believe 1hat based on accepled scientific definition, any
stream thal is used for spawning by the genus Oncarhynchus in the plarning erea s
covered under Policy 6.C.1(g). Please describe in detai, giving your reascons, f this is
not the County®s intent.  You also need to preclsely define what ¥Ou mean b:,r' the
phr:;:r;"lmpn:;:jtiﬂﬂ:ﬂEQ areas. . . and provide some measurable, qualitative

sta 5 an is determination wil

sk be made. Wil you pleass address thess
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. SUGGESTED NEW POLICIES

1. COMEINING ELEMENTS OF THE NCCP /HCP AGREEMENT WITH THE MARTIS

VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN We believe that cenain elemants of the Agreemeant could

substantialy improve the Plan. We ees an opportunity to Implement & public K-18

education program, &5 the Agreement seems 10 perme, which i not evident in the

;Ter:,:t ~ We beliove public education is going to be essential i Plan policies are to be
Hectiva.

2. POLICIES ON PROTECTING VEGETATION COULD BE STRENGTHENED. The
FPlan has a nl._rnber of excellent policies aimed m retaining key vegelation slements
such as riparian, etc. Howewver, we have seen inslances where vagetation is haaﬂy
medified under a Timber Harvest Plan (THP) permit issued by ths Depanment af
Forestry shorly before the development proposal is subrmitted 1o the planning
department. A THP has provisions for roads and vegelstion removal beyond K-20
marketable imber. The result s thal planners can end up with few opportunities 1o
athieve Pian policiss. resources. In summary, the intent and Implemerntation of Plan
polices can be thwanted. We see several ways for pessible improvement: 1) Develop
@ policy that commits the County to review THP applications for greas Known 'a have
special resource values, and/or 2) Create incentives for landowners to cooperatively
develop a resource plan with eounty stafl before applying for the THP permit. Please
address his issue, - :

3. POLICY ON INVASIVE SPECIES NEEDED There are seversl unique issues in the
Flan area: 1) Plent material banned or strongly discouraged In Calilornia can easly be
brought from Nevada without going through the agricultural inepestion station, 2) As
devalopmaent increases so does the need for lendscapers and we ers sesing more
Hevada-based contractors on local projects - and elthough perhaps Callornisficansed
- may heve limited experience with local herticulural conditions, 3) highways like 1-80
are serve as major corridors for invasive distituion, 23 land disturbance {both Patural
and human causad) aftracts invasives. K-21

While Plan poficies encourage owners 10 preserve and use netive plants, we feel it is
equally impartant to inform consultants, developers and planners about what plants to
totaly avoid. Forunately, both Mevada and Placer county Agricultural Commissioners
have already cooperatively developed Ests of the most destructive Invasives and haye
identification and eradicalion programs. Much work has been done by the Resource
Conservation Districis as well as iocal and regional offices of state and fedearal
sgencies. Almost all have an assigned and or even a full-ime invasive species
specialist on stafl. Agricultural agencles, stale and federsl resource agencies, fanmers
and ranchers uniformly agree that invasives ara one of the most important issues in
the Wesl? The Cengressienal Ofice of Technology Assessment (OTA), which is the
research arm of both Houses, studied the issues end agreed but said the threat was
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natiomwide. They OTA stated irvasive species are now impacting the nation's

production of food, fiber and forage and predicted that future problems would become

critical unless a major effon was immedialely undentaken to sducate the public, land K-21
ewners and managers. The OTA report was published in the mig-1990s, Frankly, wa Cont'd
think any contemporary land-use plan that covers 40 square miles of rural land is i

hopelessly inadequate without comprehensive policies rodressing invasive plams. Wil

the Pian inciude policies on invasive plants? :
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ERROFRS, CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS
FOR THE MARTIS VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN DEIR

Listed by page number in numerical order, We need a response | .
. tems regarding their disposition. S el e

1. Page 4.9-7. The scientific name for squirrel tail grass {Sitanion hystrix) weas
changed in 1993 to (Elymus elymoides) per The Jepson Manual (see DEIR
Aeterences). The Jepson Manual is the slandard taxonomy refarence on Calfornia
flora and is recognized by all state and federal resource agenciss and professional
biologists,

K-22

2. Pages 4.9-8 and 49.9. See wildlife under Stream and Open Water headings. We
sre unaware and have never seen bulfrags in the planning area. s this information K23
enecdotal or the Plan consultants actually identified bullirogs on site? This is imponant |
intormation as bultfrogs are a serious theeal to many native species throughoud the
Wesl

3. Page 4.9-10. The 1984 Skinner and Pavik reference has been replaced by the Bth
edition of tha CNPE Inventory of Rare and Endangesed Vascular Plants of California In
2001. The 6th edition has been completely revised and updated. Subsequently, the K-24
DEIR needs be reviewed and modified to incorporate new dats that is applicable. Al
references citing Skinner and Pavilk need to be reviewed in the context they are used
in the DEIR and changed as required.

4. Page 4.9-12. Sees Policy B.A4(c). Vinca major and Eucalyptus are not known to
survive in the planning srea much less be invasive. Please delete or betler yet, usa
appropriate examples to make the point which is & very important one.

5. Page 4.2-14, See Policy 6.C.1(]). The phrase, "known concentration areas of
waterfowl within the Pacific Fiyway®, has no applicabiiity to the planning area and
appears a vastige of some western county plan, Banding studies indicale Pacific
Flyway birds are rare here. Waterlowl in the planning area are predominately from the
Great Basin or Intermountain Flyway and include both residert and visiting birds.
wetlands in the planning area are imponant breeding sites for several waterfow!
species. Dabbling and resling are also imponant actvites. It is especially important
to note the key ecological diference between the flyways. Wetlands in the planning
area provide critical habitat requirernents when Great Basin areas are in drought
conditions. Even in normal conditions, water is nol plentiful in the Great Basin.
Generally speaking, in the Pacific Flyway opporuniies to find waler are mueh greater
even under drought condltions Wa believe any 1035 or lessening of value in planning
area wetlands will have significant and delaterious impacts to some local populations
of waterfowl. Please review and coract other mentions of the Pacific Flyway in the

K-26
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O8A18-02 FRI 10:03 FAX 530 265 1234 MNEV CO BDN SUFV, Iharz

4

10
DEIR as appropriate. ' :f:t‘d

5. Pege 4.9-19. See second bullet under specal-stalus plants
54 CFA 205 to reflect Code of Federal Reguiations. P - Correct reference to K-27

7. Page 4.9-2B. MNote regarding Ca¥fornia Wolverne, In the ear 2
. 1
Taytor, then Nevada County's Agricultural Commissioner and ﬂdgmfgfg i:-:-u' ok

spproximately & milas narth of the planning ares. Mr. Taylor was'erm.rragad to K-28

a P 4.9-25. i .
=g Comrect DDE 10 DDT at second line from bottom, | K29

9. Pape 4.9-31. The description of habitats far “Other Migratary

. .
:hal'-ged_as oek woodlands, grasslands, and riparizn wn::gmmg E:Eﬂ:mr‘i;g?i:?aba
with "senting” (see 4.9.1) dascribed in this DEIR. These are Central Valley/Valigy ™ K-30
Foothill habitats. Please use an appropriate description as per CEQA requirements,

10. Page 4.9-53. See MM4.9.3 - correct plumas ivesia to Plumas ivesia. | ka1

11. Page 4.5-70(a). Where this policy was cited previously in the DEIR in numerows
lucatiun_s the text stated, “Wetlands and vernal pools®, Is thers a reasnn":.r:mnl ools”
was_nmﬂad here? There are vernal pools in the planning ares. Vermal poﬂls&'g

rn}l.:llvab_r common on undisturbed sites in the Martis Walley wihers clay soils axlst or o
where there are underlying volcanic crusts. Tha | igni

use ater snowmelt. R Podke: san PR
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08s16/02 FRI 10:03 FAX 530 265 1234 KEV 0 BD SUPY. o
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f'.i-.-- =1
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TO: Mevada County Fish apd Wildlife Commission
RE: Comments oo Martis ¥alley Community Plan
Urafi Epviroomental [mpact Heport

DATE: August 3, 2002

While a no growth alternative is unrealistic, same of impact that may be aitributable 1o
development alnead;_r m place is of great concern. The fshery 2t Manis Lake has K-33
noliceably declined in recenl years, Stop by a Jocal shop o 1% 1o any angler whe has
regulasty fished Martis. The consensus is that fishing has gotlen worse and that there is
something going on in the loke,

Martis Lake 15 the first lake to have been included in the California Depariment af Fish
gnd Game s Wild Trowt Program. The Califarnia Wild Trour Frogram (WTP) waj
esfablished by the California Fish and Gome Commiztion in 1971 10 protect and enhance
qunlic ficheries sustained by wild strains af rour The Commizsion adogted a wild trout
pelicy thar provides for the designation of “aestheiically pleasing and en vironmentally
productive” sireams and lakes fa be managed exclusively for wild traut, where the trour
pepulations are managed with appropriute regulerions io be “largely unaffecied by the
angling process. ™ The Commission direcied the Califarnia Department of Fizh and Gome
i study und identify warers that would provide gualiny wild Trowr angling for designanion
as Wild Troul Waters. Through the 1970, I8 waters were designated. Al designared
warers must meel the followang wild out policy eriterin: ; K-34

. Open to public angling,

2 Able te support with apprapriate angling regulations, wild trouw popularions of
sufficient magnitude fo provide satisfactory irout carches in terms of mumber or
size af fish.

1 Domestic siraings of carchable-size srou shail not be planted bur suitable
hotchery-produced wild or semi-wild strowns may be plamied in designaied waters,
bur only if necessary to supplement marural reproduction.

Fhe Commizsion recagnized che mportonce of high quality babiior for the mointenance
af wild trons and the policy staves: “All necessary actions, consistent with State law, shatf
be taken o prevent adverse impoct by land or warer development projects effecting
designared wild irout waters.”

We have scen & fish dic off due 10 a parasitc infostation, a remendous amount of aguatjc
vegeration build-up in the lake, and some feel thal thers has been a decline of one of the
primary [ood sowrces, the bleod midge. Some feel that np;ue.m-n development,
paricularly the golf courses are the causs.

This brings me to my frst point afthe Draft EIR waler quality and its monctoring, While
the DEIR addresses the water quality issue by mitigation measores and to moniler the
impact, the actual monitoring has been sporadic and really auite incfTective. Check Tanle K-35
4.7-1 ini the document titled Water Quialite Dara Far Martiz Wallew Wells, Look at the
daies of the measurememts, They range from HTQ 10 i measurement in 1000, The
rimeframe for (he momiloning alse were 31 u:lr;'mg umes el the year, This could have &
sipnificart impact on the readings and do not represent comparable data With no

Placer County Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003 Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-175



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

s

RO BUILER . Fres o, I T AR ]

08716502 FRI 10:04 FAI 530 285 1234 NEV CO BD SUPY.

i

Fage Two
Martis Valley DEIR

benchmark data 1o draw frem, the reason 25 Lo why fishing has been declining in tus lake
1% difficuli 1o ossess,

The DER has a Chemieal Aclion Plan in place for golf courses, Pesticides and
herbicides applications arc of great concem. This is because the potentizl impact te
fisheries has been proven significant in other regions. Salmanid populations are
exirernely sensitive lo chemicals, both inorganic and oryanic, See the book Trow pagCs
118 through 125 fur impacts o salmonids,

Secand, the DEIR idenlifies groundwater aquifers. OF greatest concern here are the
upper and middle/lower aquifers. The middleflower aquifer is the ane that is targeted for
exnisling and funire groundwaier production for demestic use. The key element from this
is that there is "some inferaction between the upper nquifer and the middladow nquifer
{kntersetions Between Groundwater and Surfoce Water page 4.7-70) What is of orest
Cancem hr:rc iz that there can be a very great impact on the groundwater from pesticides,
The lake is really a catch hasin for all water sources shove it See Pesticide Impact an
Croundwaler by Friends of the Earth ar the webzite

o food’ 2l Also cherk oul the website

hate: fy ez s sovipnepcillswny 10 see the fesults of tha Mational Water Quality
Assessment Program by the United State Geological Service. Ground waler ean be
camying pesticide residue into the lake el and withow proper angoing monitoring
which we have ot had, uying to find oul if it is a problem is difficult. The three
canditions stated earlier that have happened 2t the lake, (he dying fieh, the excessive
weed growth, and the lack of blood midges, could be a dircct resul of contarmination
From pesticide residue. Because of the issve of reduced blood midze aclivily, 1 unu'jld
sugeest soil tesis as well. The blood midge larva are found in the mud. IF there oe los
of them semething is probably happening there 1o impact them, ’

What 15 needed is an assessment of just what is happening at Manis Lake before any
future development or plan Is put it place. Additienal davelopment could anly worsen

the problem. Find our what is going on a1 Marijs i H
e i B is Lake and then proceed with the Manis

ijmnlly. mder the Bilogical Reseurces Secuan 4.9 of the DELR, a stalcment is made thay
i‘:ﬁcr.r are histaric eccounts of cutthroal frout with the Martis Creek drainuge, and '

fuitnide habual 13 pretent within the iributaries of Moris Creek rDFG}ﬂOEJE -I;fau-

thet¢ walerways are intermittent and there are varigus Fotential fish nfm-rrfrr;: e ;"’:I"

logs, dovrruis) betwesn the Profect area and lower siregne nmri;e: ar well os F:- =

compeifion 1.-;;# orher Irout specios and inizrbreeding with ather rrowr 5 i

Theeafire thir tpecies is conridarcd 1o bave a law poiential 1o oceur wr:!ﬂ:rr:.;eu ra the

el = T TEE

PN A

Ho1a

K-35
cont’d

K-35

H-37

K-38

K-38
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pE/1B/02 FRI L0:04 FAX 530 266 1244 NEV ©0 BD SUPV. bols

eref 1 BITLER . Fome smer o s e . - A S .
AvenDix. A “

law area, ” The United States Fish and Wildhife Service 15 in the pracess of deadling 2
secovery plan [or the threatened Luhontan Cuttheaat Tiout {LCTY in the Truckee River
Page Three

Wasis Valley DETR

§oE T K-23
drainage. Because LCT have been historically found in this region and that they are 1n Cont'd
“dartis Creek Feservoir (aka: Martis lake) this waler by their own siatements at
tiakeholder meeting are automatically a candidate for resworation. As far a3 the fish
harriers are concemned, the recovery plan allows for habilat improvement 1o benefit the
iegiotation process. This is also consislent with the DFG management of Mam_a L?Lk: as
1 Wild Trowl Program body of water. As for cempetition from oiher troul species 15
cancerned, the same condition exists in the Truckee River. In a smaller sysiem such as
that of Martis Creek, it i casier 1o deal with than in1he Truckes 5o Martis Creek i really
2 mare viable restosation project for the LCT than the Truckee. There should be a
significant impaci o this specics, L
Summary

1. Existing Water Quality monitering is insulficient. Until we know what is
happening in Martis Lake, we should not proceed with this process. Bring HK-40
current moniloring up to speed and add additional sites beth in and eutof
the lzke,

7. Alse inchade soils studics as well to determine if there has been any soil
contamination both in the lake and sites autside. Tt needs 1o be azsesced
before aoy Community Plan Updats is finalized.

3. Pesticide monitoring nezds 1o be done. Tests should be conducted to
determine the presence of any pesticide residee in slorm run-of T, surface, 43
and ground water sourcss. Demage is being done in Martis and this is one K
of the potential causes. 1nneeds 1o be assessed before any Community
Plan Update is finalized.

4. Grovndwater monitaring for both water quality and for the presence of
pesticides nesds 1o be conducted, Unt] we know what is happening 10 the K-43
luke any Community Plan Update needs to be put on hold.

5. LCT as a threatened species should not be considered as having a low
patentinl (o ocowr in the plan area. They arc already there an the USFW3
Recovery Plan imsures that they will be targeted for recovery in thas arsa.

K-d1

K-44
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LETTER K:

Response K-1:

Response K-2:

Response K-3:

Response K-4:

Response K-5:

Response K-6:

Response K-7:

MARK L. THOMAS, COUNTY OF NEVADA FIsH & WILDLIFE COMMISSION

Commenter provides information to the County in understanding comments
provided in response to the County of Nevada Fish and Wildlife
Commission’s review of the Martis Valley Community Plan Update DEIR. No
further response is required.

Commenter provides information to the County in understanding comments
provided in response to the County of Nevada Fish and Wildlife
Commission’s review of the Martis Valley Community Plan Update DEIR.
Comments are from the Commission are responded to under Comment
Letter K.

Commenter provides information to the County in understanding comments
provided in response to the County of Nevada Fish and Wildlife
Commission’s review of the Martis Valley Community Plan Update DEIR. No
further response is required.

Commenter provides information to the County in understanding comments
provided in response to the County of Nevada Fish and Wildlife
Commission’s review of the Martis Valley Community Plan Update DEIR. No
further response is required.

Commenter provides information to the County in understanding comments
provided in response to the County of Nevada Fish and Wildlife
Commission’s review of the Martis Valley Community Plan Update DEIR. No
further response is required.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, which operates the Martis Creek Reservoir,
prepares annual water reports on the status of Martis Creek Reservoir’s
condition to support the fishery in the reservoir. The annual water quality
reports from 1999 to 2002 have identified that excessive nutrients are not
present in the reservoir that would cause undesirable phytoplankton blooms
and that is not an excess of oxygen demanding substances in the inflows
(U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1999-2002). These reports also address water
quality and fishery issues associated with dissolved heavy metals, mercury
levels and MTBE. Water quality data associated with Martis Creek and its
tributaries is provided in Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality). It should be
noted that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers are currently operating Martis
Creek Reservoir at low levels near the base of the dam associated with dam
seepage issues. As described in Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality),
implementation of mitigation measures MM 4.7.1b and MM 4.7.2a would
require subsequent development in the Plan area to not increase existing
sediment and other pollutant loads in Plan area waterways. These
mitigation measures would ensure that Martis Creek Reservoir is not adversely
impacted by upstream development. There is no evidence to suggest soils
within the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers property are contaminated.

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment K-6.
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Response K-8:

Response K-9:

Response K-10:

Response K-11:

Response K-12:

Response K-13:

Response K-14:

Response K-15:

The Martis Valley Community Plan includes several policies regarding
fisheries resources in the Plan area (Draft EIR pages 4.9-59 through -62). The
commentor is also referred to Response to Comment K-6.

Comment noted. Potential impacts to the Lahontan cutthroat trout are
addressed in the Draft EIR (Draft EIRR pages 4.9-59 through -62). The
commentor is also referred to Response to Comment K-6.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project Description
Adequacy) regarding consideration of the Placer Legacy program.

Comment noted. There have no sighting of California bighorn sheep within
the Plan area. Given that the Plan area does not support habitat for
California bighorn sheep, implementation of the Martis Valley Community
Plan is not expected to adversely impact this species.

The Truckee River Operation Agreement (TROA) is discussed extensively in the
Draft EIR, including anticipated water allocations associated with the
Truckee River (Draft EIR pages 4.7-18 through -20). The commentor’s
statements are unclear regarding the effect of water allocations associated
with TROA on stream and riparian protection within the Plan area. There are
no current plans by the Placer County Water Agency to directly tap surface
water associated with Martis Creek. In addition, TROA is intended to improve
the timing and magnitude of seasonal river flows for consumptive,
environmental and fishery uses and was considered in the hydrology analysis
provided in the Draft EIR. Commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.4
(Water Supply Effects of the Project).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-12.

While some reductions of Great Basin sage scrub habitat may be occurring,
this habitat is stil common and widespread in western U.S. and currently
receives no protection by state and federal agencies. In addition, of the
approximately 1,254 acres of Great Basin sage scrub within the Plan area,
implementation of the Proposed Land Use Diagram would directly result the
conversion of approximately 131 acres. Approximately 40 percent of the
total Great Basin sage scrub habitat in the Plan area is located within the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers property, which is not expected to be
impacted.

The commentor’s opinion of Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.6 is noted. Impacts
to common species are considered less-than-significant unless the proposed
project has the potential to affect a common species throughout a large
portion of its known range (i.e., threatens to eliminate the species), has
potential to cause populations of common species to fall below self-
sustaining levels, or the proposed project has the potential to affect the
movement of the common species from one seasonal range to another.
Therefore, common species are considered under CEQA impacts analyses,
however, in the context of the proposed project, the analysis of project
impacts to special-status species due to habitat loss may also be applied to
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Response K-16:

Response K-17:

Response K-18:

Response K-19:

common species. In this respect, the loss of potential nesting sites within
locally and regionally abundant habitat would not be considered of
sufficiently large magnitude to be considered significantly impact that results
in the species to fall below self-sustaining levels. In addition, Mitigation
Measure MM 4.9.6 ensures that individual birds and raptors are not directly
taken as a result of subsequent development. Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.6
also specifically prohibits the removal of nest sites of state and federally
listed species. This mitigation approach is commonly used in the state in
consultation with California Department of Fish and Game.

The commentor’s concerns regarding the implementation of Mitigation
Measure MM 4.9.8 is noted. Surveys associated with Mitigation Measure MM
4.9.8 are likely to involve a determination of whether appropriate habitat
conditions exist for the species of concern identified under Impact 4.9.8 as
well as identification of any den or burrow sites. Biological evaluations for
specific properties within the Plan area (Hopkins Ranch, Eaglewood, Siller
Ranch, Northstar) have not identified any of these species as occurring in
the Plan area. However, the proposed Siller Ranch project includes an open
space corridor along Martis Creek that is based on providing adequate
habitat for the pine marten would provide adequate habitat for the yellow
warbler and Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare (Jones and Stokes, 2001).

Comment noted. The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR.

= Page 4.9-10 (top of the page), the following text changes are made:

“...to consult with CDFG on projects or actions that could affect listed
species, directs CDFG to determine whether jeopardy would occur, and
allows CDFG to identify “reasonable and prudent alternatives” to the

project consistent with conserving the species. Agenecies-can-approve-a
. I ” cted o if gl I ; I I

The commentor’s statements regarding anadromous fisheries is noted.
Commenter is correct in stating that the County intends Policy 6.C.1(g) to
pertain to all streams within the planning area. The methodology for
determining the importance of each stream is included in Policy 6.C.11,
which requires an evaluation of the habitat by a wildlife biologist “...based
upon field reconnaissance performed at the appropriate time of year...”
and must identify feasible mitigation measures...”

Comment noted. The commenter does not make a comment regarding the
adequacy of the Draft EIR provided, therefore no further response is
necessary. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.1 (Project
Description Adequacy) regarding consideration of the Placer Legacy
program. This comment will be provided to the Placer County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration prior to consideration
of the adoption of the Martis Valley Community Plan.
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Response K-20:

Response K-21:

Response K-22:

Response K-23:

Response K-24:

Response K-25:

Response K-26:

Response to K-27:

Response to K-28:

Comment noted. This comment will be provided to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration prior to
consideration of the adoption of the Martis Valley Community Plan. The
commenter does not make a comment regarding the adequacy of the
Draft EIR provided, therefore no further response is necessary.

Comment noted. This comment will be provided to the Placer County
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration prior to
consideration of the adoption of the Martis Valley Community Plan. The
commenter does not make a comment regarding the adequacy of the
Draft EIR provided, therefore no further response is necessary.

The comment was noted and the following text change is made to the Draft
EIR.

= The following edit is made to the first paragraph on Page 4.9-7:

“... squirrel tail (Elymus elymoides Sitanion-hystrix), and bitterbrush ...”

The discussion provided on pages 4.9-8 and -9 of the Draft EIR is intended to
describe common wildlife found in these habitat types. Appendix 4.9 of the
Draft EIR provides a list of species known to occur in the area.

The commentor’s statements regarding the use of the Skinner and Pavlik
reference is noted. Draft EIR includes several information sources in
evaluating biological resources in the Plan area (Draft EIR pages 4.9-90 and
-91). The County considers the information and impact analysis provided in
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) adequate for evaluating potential impacts
as required by CEQA.

Comment noted. Policy 6.A.4 is applied County-wide as part of the Placer
County General Plan. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the
Draft EIR or Revised Draft EIR were received, no further response is required.

Comment noted. Policy 6.C.1 is applied County-wide as part of the Placer
County General Plan. Draft EIR pages 4.9-79 through -81 addresses potential
impacts to Plan area wetlands.

The comment was noted and the following text change is made to the Draft
EIR.

= The following edit is made to eight paragraph on Page 4.9-19 under
special-status plant species:

“Plants that are candidates for possible future listing as threatened or
endangered under the FESA (64 CFR 205, October 25, 1999; 57533-
57547).”

Comment noted, no wolverine were observed or identified during the
biological analysis of the project.
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Response to K-29:

Response to K-30:

Response to K-31:

Response to K-32:

Response to K-33:

Response to K-34:

Response to K-35:

Response to K-36:

Response to K-37:

Response to K-38:

Response to K-39:

The comment was noted and the following text change is made to the Draft
EIR.

= The following edit is made to the fifth paragraph on Page 4.9-29:

“California populations of the peregrine falcon declined in the 1970’s
due to DDTE contamination.”

The comment was noted and the following text change is made to the Draft
EIR.

= The following edit is made to the fourth paragraph on Page 4.9-31:

“Migratory birds forage and nest in multiple habitats such as Great Basin

sage scrub eak—woeodlands,—grasslands,—riparian—woeodlands; and

coniferous forests. ”

The comment was noted and the following text change is made to the Draft
EIR.

= The following edit is made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.3, third sentence
on pages 2.0-60 (Table 2.0-1), 4.9-53 and 8.0-10 (Table 8.0-1):

“.... To include a focused plant survey for the following special status
plant species: Donner Pass buckwheat, pPlumas ivesia ....”

Comment noted. The term “wetlands” under proposed Policy 9.G.1 includes
consideration of vernal pools.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-6 and Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-6 and Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-6 and Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the
Project).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-6 and Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the
Project).

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-6 and Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the
Project).

The commentor’s statements regarding the Lahontan cutthroat trout is
noted. The Draft EIR identifies potential impacts to this species (Draft EIR
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pages 4.9-58 through -62). In the project vicinity, three records of this
species are listed in the CNDDB from Martis Creek (two records) and Pole
Creek (one record). However, the CNDDB identifies all these occurrences as
being extirpated. There are historic accounts of cutthroat trout within the
Martis Creek drainage, and suitable habitat is present within the tributaries of
Martis Creek. However, these tributaries have varying flow conditions and
there are various potential fish barriers (e.g., fallen logs, downcuts) in the
Plan area. The survival of the Lahontan cutthroat trout in the Martis Valley
area is challenged by competition with other trout species and
interbreeding. DFG currently stocks the Martis Reservoir with cutthroat trout
as part of their sport-fishing stocking program, which also includes the
stocking of brook trout and rainbow trout. However, this stocking is not
recognized as part of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s recovery efforts for the
Lahontan cutthroat trout and may not consist of the genetic strain that is
considered threatened. Therefore, this species is considered to have a low
potential to occur within the Plan area. However, the following text changes
are made to mitigation measures MM 4.9.5a and b:

= The following edit is made to mitigation measures MM 4.9.5a and b, on
pages 2.0-65 (Table 2.0-1), 4.9-62 and 8.0-11 (Table 8.0-1):

“MM 4.9.5a The County shall require that construction activities
within the channels of waterways identified to be
potential spawning habitat of the Lahontan
cutthroat trout shall not materially impair habitat
conditions. The County shall cooperate with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service if future recovery
planning activities for the species includes Plan

area waterways. oececur—during—the—spawning
seasonr{ApHt-throughJduby-

MM 4.9.5b No structures shall be permitted in streams or
watercourses within the Plan area that would result
in the blockage of water flow sufficient to create
ing a batrrier to fish movement.”

Response to K-40: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-6 and Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the
Project).

Response to K-41: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-6 and Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality).

Response to K-42: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-6 and Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the
Project).

Response to K-43: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-6 and Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the
Project).
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Response to K-44: The commentor is referred to Response to Comment K-39.
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Letter L

Aup=18-00  B2:34em Froa-Tahos-Trucksa Samitation +EA05ETERAN T-83  P.WOL/O0E  Fe13p

TAHOE-TRUCKEE SANITATION AGENCY

A Public Apeney
13720 Joerger Drrive Directors
TRUCKEE, CALTFORNIA 96161 E;E- g:'-‘fﬁm
a - -
(530) 587-2525 » FAX (530) 587-5840 s
7S AL 5. Lane Lewis
Wenidell Litherg

Wr. Fred Yeaper

Placer County Planning Department
11414 “B” Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

RE: Martis Valley Community Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report

Drear Fred:

This letter provides Tahoe-Trockee Sanitation Agency’s (T-TSA) comments on the Martis
Valley Community Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

After having reviewed the DEIR, T-TSA's primary concern is that the Martis Valley Community
Plan should require development in the Plan arca to commect to a public sewer system instead of
installing on-site reatment systems., As the Public Review Draft of the Martis Valley

Community Plan Update states in the section on Sewage Disposal, “The Martis Valley areaisa | 1
watershed for the groundwater supply that is expected to serve &5 the drinking water supply for
the Plan area.” The watershed overlays the drnking water supply for both Placer County and

Mevada County developments.

T-TSA requests that Placer County require the sewering of all of the development contemplated
in the Martis Valley Flan. The surface water and groundwater quality would be negatively
affected by the installation of on-site sewage disposal systems—an effect that could be aveided
entirely by requiring these developments 1 sewer. Thess valuable resources must be protected
from any cumulative impacts that would be caused by the installation of individual septic
systems in this area. T-TSA is concerned that on-site sewage disposal systems could eause
adverse impacts to Truckee River warer quality which may result in exceedances of Truckes
River water quality objectives. At present, the water quality in the River is approaching the
objectives for comstituents of concern at certain compliance points. The DEIR does not discuss
or cvaluate the interrelationship berween the subject groundwater aquifer and the Triuckee Riwer,
and the potential impacts that any on-site sewage dispozal systems ultimately may have on
Trockee River water quality.

L-2

T-TSA affers the following further specific comments on the DEIR:

1. Figure 4.11-1, "Martis Valley Service Districts” does not correctly reflect the service area
of the Taheoe-Truckes Sanitation Agency. The T-TSA service arca is comprised of the L-3
current boundarics of Truckee Sanitary District and the area in Narthsrar that TED serves

by contracr.

MNORTH TAHOR = TAHCE CITY * ALPINE SPRINGS » SOUAW VALLEY » TRUCKEE
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Page 2
2. Page 4.11-51, Section 4.11.5.1 Wastewarer Servies Existing Conditions:

Paragraph 1 under the heading ““Wastewater Service” states: “Wastewater service in
the Plan area is provided by 3 entities: Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency, Truckee
Sanitation Digtrdet, and Northstar Community Services District. However, Tahoe-
Truckee Sanitation Ageney collects wastewater from the other 2 and conveys it to
treatment facilities east of Truckee,™

T-TSA comments:
8) “Truckee Sanitation District” should be changed to *Truckee Sanitary District”. | L4

b) Truckes Sanitary Distriet collects wastewater within its service area and
transports it to Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency for treatment and disposal.
TSD is a member entity of T-TSA. Nomhstar Community Services District
collects wastewaler within its boundaries, NCSD is not a mamber entity of Ls
T-TSA. Its wastowater is comveyed to a pipeline owned by TSD which in tum
conveys it 1o T-TSA for treatment and disposal. There is & contract which
addressas TSD's conveyance of NCSD's wastewater through TSD's pipeline.

€} There are areas within the Plan area that are currently not provided wastewster
service by Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency. Truckee Sanitary District does not
encompass the entir: Plan Area at this tme. Service could be provided should the L&
areas that lie outside of the Truckee Sanitary District boundaries and outside of
the arca served by contract between the Northstar Community Serviees District
and Truckee Sapitary District sucesssfully annex to T-TSA or 1o a member
district of T-TSA.

3. Page 4.11-51, Paragraph 2 under “Wastewater Service” steres:

“In 1972, after & decade of debate and concern regarding the impact that numerous
wastewnter discharges were creating on the water quality of Lake Tahoe, 1 regional
entity, Tahoc-Truckee Sanitation Agency (T-TSA), became responsible for collecting
and treating wastewater from communities located along the northern and westam zhore
of Lake Tahoe and the Town of Truckee and its snvirons.™

T-T5A comment:

T-TSA also became responsible for collecting and treating wastewater from communities
Incated along the Truckes River esrridor, Alpine Meadows and Squaw Valley, b
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4. Pape 4.11-51, Paragraph 3 under “Wastewater Service™ siates:

“T-TSA provides sewape collection services to Truckes, the Flan area, Kings Beach,
Tahee City, Squaw Valley, and development along the western edge of Lake Tahos...”

T-TSA comment:

As stated above, there are certain arcas within the Plan area that are not currently L&
provided sewer service by T-TSA. See Commant 1, Mumber 2 above.

5 Page 4.11-52, Paragraph 5 states: “One sfu is equal fo two toilets and towo lboratories or
L] I L1

T-TSA comment: One sfu is equal to approximatsly ten business plumbing fixture units,
(One sfia is not equal to two toilets and two lavatories or sinks. The plumbing fixture

units vary from residence to residence),

Alzo in the paragraph, the DEIR states: “T-TSA's service charges are based upon these
values (Beals 2001

T-TSA comment: The wastewater flow discharged by a non-residential use is one value
used to caleulate service charges. The strength of the sewage being penerated by the 1on-

residential land use is the other key factor. This sentence should be changed to read: L-10
“T-T3A service charges are hased upon these vilues, along with the valnes that reflect l
the sirength of the sewage that is being penerated.”

. Page4.11-52, ﬂm las,tpangraph at the beginning indicates that the environmental review
on the WRP is still pending. It has been concluded and the lawsuit challenging the FEIR | =11
has been resolved.

7. Page 4.11-53, top paragraph, states: “The planned expansion 1 the WEF is cxpected 1o
accommodate projected development in the Plan area within T-TSA's service area

(Weods, 2001),"

T-TSA commemt: A statement should be added to address projected development in the
Plan aren that is not currently within T-TSA’s service area (Le, the fact that the planned
expansion is expected to accommodate prajected development in the Plan area within
T-TSA's service aren, as well as areas that are currently in the Plan area, but outside of L-12
T-TSA's service area, upon annexation to the T-TSA or a member entity of T-TSA).

L-g

Also, the Lahomtan Regional Water Quality Control Board issued revised waste dizcharge
requirsments for th.e WRP expansion, not “parmits".
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B Page 4.11-53, Paragraph § erroneously names the Truckee Sanitary District us the L-13
Truckee Sanitation Digwriet.

9. Page 4.11-54, Regulatory Framework for Wastewater Service, Martis Valley General
Plan, Community Development and Transportaion Policies, Policy 7 states: “The
counties should establish or designate a single conmolling entity within the valley for
water and sewage disposal services. A timemble of development for both water and
sewer facilities prepared by this entity would be included in the guidelines for the county
on all future approvals of development. Further development cannot proceed until an
effective sewer and water system is funded and underway for each development project”,

T-TSA comment: There is no single entity within the valley that could provide both
water and sewer services. T-TSA was created by special legislation of the California L14

lepislature to tear and dispose of sewage generated by the five member entities of
T-TSA, but kas no authority to provide water service. T-TSA doesn’t see how bath

water and sewer service could be provided by a sinple entity in the Plan ares.

10.  Paged-11-36. Section 4.11.5.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures, under Methodology.
Reference is made 1o the Tahoe Sanitation Agency. Should this read, “Truckee Sanitary AR

Distriet™?

11.  Page4.11-56, Impact 4.11.5.1, Wastewater Service, it is unclear whether the statements
in PP, AA, AB and AC that “Additional capacity in the WRP™ would be needed means
more capacity than the recently approved expansion. Please clarify.

12. Page4.11-57, PP Proposed Land Use Diagram, Paragraph 1, line 4 states:

“Based on a 20 percent full-time occupancy, the Proposed Land Use Diagram would
generate approximately 0,37 mgd of wastewater."

T-TSA comment: T-TSA facilities are sized, maintzsined and operated to accommodate
peak flows, not average daily flow or part-time occupancy factors. The important value
is that which represents 1 00% occupancy of the properties, or 1.8 mgd.

13, Page 4.11-57, PP Proposed Land Use Diagram, Paragraph 1, line 17 states:

L7

“Ihe entire Martis Valley Community Plan area is included within the T-TSA service
area, except for the federally owned lands that are scattered throughout the plan area ™
T-TS5A comment:

Thae satics Martiz Valley Community Plan area is not included within the T-TSA service
area at this time. Successful annexation of the areas not within the T-TSA service area L8
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14.

15.

16.

7.

02:36pm - Froe=Tahoe-Truckes Sanitation #5305ATIRD T-034  P.OOSSONG  F-132

1o the Truckee Sanitary District and to T-TSA could bring them into the T-TSA service L'_::ﬂ o
ont’

arca.

Page 4.11-57, PP Proposed Land Use Diagram, Paragraph 2, Line 1 states: “The )
Proposed Land Use Diagram would require the extension of sewer trunk lines to provide
wastewater collecton service lo the new development areas in the Plan area.” This
sentence is followed by, “The Tahoe-Trockee Sanitation Agency pays for facility
improvements and cxpansions through connsetion charges, setvice charges, and tax
revenue”, and goes on to explain T-T5A charges.

T-TSA comment: T-TSA does not plan on extending sewer trunk lines to provide
wastewater collection servies to the new development aress in the Plan area. With the
exception of the Truckee River Interceptor, T-TSA does not provide collection services.
A T-TSA member entity, e.g. Truckee Sanitary District, as you describe under Truckee L-19
Sanitary Distriet Code on Page 4.11-56 of the DEIR, would require the extension of
sewer lines for sewage collection. T-TSA's charges are in addition 1o any charges levied
by the collection diswict. Fellowing the lines of text pertaining to T-TSA's planned WRP
is g reference in line 13 to the need for “additonal sewer trunk lines”. This i£ nota T-
TSA sewer trunk ling, bur the additional sewer lines that may be required by the sewer
eollection district.

Page 4.11-58, Paragraph AA, line 4; Paragraph AB, line 3; and Paragraph AC, Jine 3
state: “Baced on a 20 percent full-time eccupancy rate,. " See T-TSA comment under L-20
12 above. The full-time oecupancy flow (mgd) is the important number.

Pages 4.11-58 to 4.11-60. Policies and Implementation Programs. Policies 6.10.1, 6.D.5,
6.D.6, and 6.10.7; and Implementation Programs 14 and 15 under Sewage Collection,
Treatment and Digpogal:

T-TSA comment: Referto page | of this [stterregarding T-TSA"s concern about L2
allowing on-site disposal systems in the Plin area.

Page 4.11-60, Comulative Serting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Setting, states:
*Under cumulative conditions, the Tahoe-Truckes Sanitation Agency's service area
would be the same as at present and would include the commurities of Truckee, Kings
Beach, Tahoe City, the Plan area, the western shore of lake Tahoe, and Squaw Valley.”

T-T9A comment: T-TSA's service aréa would not be the same as present under

cumulative conditions. T-TSA’s service area does nor include the emire Plan ares.

Also, Alpine Meadows should be added o the list of the communities in our service L.22
area. Any areas ourside the boundaries of the Truckee Sanitary District and not served

by TS by contract would have w annex 1 a member district and to T-TS5A. As

mentioned in #1 above, Figure 4.11.1 does not accurarely reflect T-TSAs current service
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15.

19.

20.

21.
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Mr. Fred Yeager
Placer Coumty Planning Department

arca. Any arcas that lie ourside of the boundaries of the Truckee Sanitary District and
within the Plan area would be included in these new annexations.

Page 4.11-60, same paragraph referred to in #17 above, states: “Under cumulative
conditions, T-TSA would contime to provide service either directly or through contracts
with the Morthstar CSD, or the Truckes Sanitation District {TSD) to all the developed

arcas of the Plan area.”

T-T5A comment: T-TSA does not currently provide service directly to any area.
T-TSA’ s member districts provide the sewer collection service in their service areas
and convey the sewage to T-TSA facilities. The Truckee Sanitary District provides
service to Northstar CSD by contract, Under cumulative conditions, areas that do not
currently lie within T-TSA boundaries would have to annex to a T-TSA member entity

and to T-TSA.

Page 4.11-60, same paragraph referred to in #17 above, states: “All proposed
development associated with the Proposed Land Use Diagram and Alternatives AA, AR
end AC falis within T-TSA’s service area.™

T-TSA comment: All proposed development does not fall within T-TSA’s service area,
See #17 above,

Page 4.11-60), same paragraph refemmed to in #17 abowve, states; *Cumulative conditions
associated with the Proposed Land Use Disgram and Alternatives AA, AD and AC
require the WRF to have an increased capacity.™

T-TSA comment: Please clarify as requested in #11 sbove whether the “increased
capacity in the WRF"” means more capacity than the recently approved expansion.

Page 4.11-60, Impact 4.11.5.2, PP and AA, AB, and AC:

T-TSA comment: Ses #11 and #20,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. If you have any further questicns,
please do not hesitte to contact me.

L-22
Cont'd

L-24

L-25
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LETTER L. CRAIG F. WOODS, TAHOE-TRUCKEE SANITATION AGENCY

Response L-1:

Response L-2:

Response L-3:

Response L-4:

Response L-5:

Response L-6:

As discussed in Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR, the Placer County General Plan
encourages new development to connect to existing wastewater treatment
systems. Martis Valley Community Plan Policy 6.D.5 further restricts onsite
sewage treatment and disposal to parcels larger than one acre in size and
requires that all systems meet current County and State regulations. This
policy also requires that on site disposal facilities no threaten surface or
groundwater quality or pose any other health hazards. Martis Valley
Community Plan Policy 6.D.6 further requires that on-site treatment,
development, operation, and maintenance of disposal systems comply with
the requirements of the County Division of Environmental Health and the
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board. However, it is
acknowledged that the Lahontan Region Basin Plan contains a waste
discharge prohibition that includes individual domestic wastewater facilities.

The commentor is referred to Response L-1 above as well as Master Response
3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project).

Comment noted. The commentor indicates that the current Tahoe-Truckee
Sanitation Agency service area boundaries in Nevada and Placer counties
are incorrect in the Draft EIR. The map attached to the comment letter will
be provided to the County for inclusion in the Martis Valley Community Plan.
Figure 4.11-1 (Martis Valley Service Districts) on page 4.11-3 of Section 4.11
(Public Services and Utilities) of the Draft EIR shows the existing and future
service area for Truckee Sanitary District and Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation
Agency.

Comment noted.

Comment noted and the following edits are made to the second paragraph
on Page 4.11-51 under 4.11.5.1 Existing Conditions:

“Wastewater service in the Plan area is provided by 3 entities: Tahoe-
Truckee Sanitation Agency, Truckee Sanitation Sanitary District, and Northstar

Community Services District.—Hewever—Tahoe-Truckee-Sanitation—-Ageney

collects—wastewaterfrom-the-other 2-and-conveys-it-to-treatment faecilities
east—of Trueckee. Truckee Sanitary District collects wastewater within its

service area and transports it to Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency for
treatment and disposal. TSD is a member entity of T-TSA. Northstar
Community Services District collects wastewater within its boundaries. NCSD
is not a member entity of T-TSA. Its wastewater is conveyed to a pipeline
owned by TSD which in turn conveys to it to T-TSA for treatment and disposal.
There is a contract which addresses TSD’s conveyance of NCSD’s
wastewater through TSD’s pipeline.”

Comment noted and the following edits are made to the third paragraph
on Page 4.11-51 under 4.11.5.1 Existing Conditions:

“T-TSA provides wastewater treatment and disposal sewage —collection
services to Truckee, portions of the Plan area, Kings Beach, Tahoe City,

Placer County
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Response L-7:

Response L-8:

Response L-9:

Response L-10:

Response L-11:

Response L-12:

Alpine Meadows, Squaw Valley, and development along the western edge
of Lake Tahoe. T-TSA and TSD’s service area does not encompass the entire
Martis Valley Community Plan area. Service would be provided in the future
if these areas successfully annexed into T-TSA or a member district of T-TSA’s
service area.”

Comment noted and the following edits are made to page 4.11-51,
paragraph two under 4.11.5.1 Existing Conditions:

“In 1972, after a decade of debate and concern regarding the impact that
numerous wastewater discharges were creating on the water quality of Lake
Tahoe, 1 regional entity, Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency (T-TSA), became
responsible for collecting and treating wastewater from communities
located along the northern and western shore of Lake Tahoe and the Town
of Truckee, as well as communities along the Truckee River corridor, Alpine
Meadows and Squaw Valley.”

Please see Response to Comment L-6 above.

Comment noted and the following edit is made to page 4.11-52, paragraph
five:

“One-sfu-is—equal-to-two-tollets—and-two-labeoratories—or-sinks: One sfu is

roughly equal to approximately ten business plumping fixture units.”

Comment noted and the following edit is made to the fifth paragraph, Page
4.11-52:

“T-TSA’s service charges are based upon these values, along with the values
that reflect the strength of the sewage that is being generated. (Beals,
2001).”

Comment noted and the following edits are made to the last paragraph on
page 4.11-52:

expanding the existing WRP to a capacity of 9.6 mgd. The planned WRP

expansion, which is schedule to occur by 2005, would also include
improvements to the Truckee River Interceptor (TTRI) and the existing TSD
sewage treatment lagoons.”

Comment noted and the following edits are made to the first paragraph on
page 4.11-53:

“The planned expansion to the WRP is expected to accommodate
projected development in the Plan area within T-TSA’s service area, as well
as areas that are currently in the Plan area but outside of T-TSA’s service
area, upon annexation to the T-TSA or a member entity of T-TSA (Woods,

2001).”
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Response L-13:

Response L-14:

Response L-15:

Response L-16:

Response L-17:

Response L-18:

Response L-19:

Comment noted. The subheading on page 4.11-53 will be changed to
“Truckee Sanitary District”. The commentor is referred to Response to
Comment L-5 above.

Comment noted. Because this comment does not pertain to the Draft EIR,
no response is required. The comment wil be considered by the lead
agency.

The comment was noted and text change made to Page 4.11-56, Section
4.11.5.3 under Methodology:

“Evaluation of potential impacts on wastewater facilities and services was
based on consultation with Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency, Tahoe
Sanitarytion _ DistrictAgeney;, and Northstar Community Services District,
review of the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency Water Reclamation Plant
Expansion Project Draft EIR (April 1999), and County and Martis Valley
documents and policies.”

The additional capacity referred to in Impact 4.11.5.1 is included within the
planned expansion of the WRP to 9.6 mgd as discussed under PP Proposed
Land Use Diagram on Page 4.11-57 of the Draft EIR. As discussed in the first
paragraph, “The expanded WRP with a capacity of 9.6 mgd would
adequately accommodate buildout of the Plan area under the Proposed
Land Use Diagram. The expansion of the WRP is scheduled for 2005 and the
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board recently approved
discharges permits for the expansion.”

Comment noted. See Response to Comment L-16 above. The expansion of
the WRP to 9.6 mgd would accommodate 100 percent occupancy of the
Plan area, which under the Proposed Land Use Diagram would generate 1.8
mgd. Added to the existing volume of wastewater treated at the WRP (5.9
mgd), this would total 7.7 mgd.

Comment noted. See Responses to Comments L-6 and L-12.

Comment noted and the following edits are made to page 4.11-57, Section
4.11.5.3 under PP Proposed Land Use Diagram, paragraph two:

“According to TSD, the Proposed Land Use Diagram would require the
extension of sewer trunk lines to provide wastewater collection service to the
new development areas in the Plan area (Butterfield, 2001)...TSD would
require Aadditional sewer trunk lines weould—benecessary—to serve new
development areas. The majority of the sewer trunk lines would be located
within road rights-of-way. As such, extensions to sewer trunk lines and new
lines would not result in new environmental impacts. However, if any lines
would be located outside of road rights-of-way, the project could
potentially result in environmental impacts. Such impacts are addressed in
the other sections of this EIR relating to land uses and biological resources.”

Additionally, a new reference is added to the References:

Placer County
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Response L-20:
Response L-21:

Response L-22:

Response L-23:

Response L-24:

Response L-25:

Response L-26:

“Butterfield, O.R. General Manager/Chief Engineer. Truckee Sanitary District.
Personal communication (letter), November 7, 2001.”

Comment noted. See Response to Comment L-17.
Comment noted. See Response to Comment L-2.

Comment noted and the following edits are made to page 4.11-60 under
Setting of this Draft EIR:

“Under cumulative conditions, the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency’s
service area would be-thesame—as—at present—and-—weould include the
communities of Truckee, Kings Beach, Tahoe City, portions of the Plan area,
the western shore of Lake Tahoe, Alpine Meadows, and Squaw Valley. In the
future, service would be provided to the entire Martis Valley Community Plan
area if these areas successfully annex into T-TSA or a member district of T-
TSA’s service area.”

Comment noted and the following edits are made to page 4.11-60 under
Setting:

“Under cumulative conditions, T-TSA would continue to provide service either
directly—or through contracts with the Northstar CSD; or the Truckee
Sanitation District (TSD) to the NCSD and TSD service areasal-the-developed
areas-of the Plan-area. Areas that are not currently within T-TSA’s boundaries
would have to annex into the service areas of both T-TSA and a member
entity (e.q., TSD or NCSD).”

Comment noted and the following edits are made to page 4.11-60 under
Setting:

“The majority of the ANl proposed development associated with the
Proposed Land Use Diagram and Alternatives AA, AB and AC falls within T-
TSA’s service area. The areas that are not currently within T-TSA’s boundaries
would have to annex into the service areas of both T-TSA and a member
entity (e.g., TSD or NCSD).”

Commentor is referred to Response L-16.

Commentor is referred to Response L-16 and L-25.
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Letter M
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August 15, 2002

Lor Lawrence .

Environmental Review Technician

Blacer Councy Planning Department

11414 “B" Avenuc
Aubum, CA 95603

Re: Martis Valley Community Plan Draft EIR. comments

Diear Ms. Lawrence,

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment cn the DEIR for the Martis Walley
Community Plan. This comment letter was considersd and approved by the Town Council
on Angust 15, 2002 and represent the formal comments from the Town on the DEIR.  In
addifion te becoming a formal pars of the Environmental Impact Report record, m_ﬂsn
request that our comments be forwarded to the Citizens Planning Advisory Commuimse,
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors so that they are considered during their

deliberatons on the Plan.

The Martis Valley Plan area is intricately linked to the Town of Truckes by a 3 mile Ir.n-:_.g
commen boundary as well as key mansportation corridors and critical socioeconomic
relationships, The Flan and DEIR identifies these relationships and we appreciate that. Our
review has foeused on direct impacts to the Town of Truckee and our residents. We do not
address issues that may be of interest and concern to us but are under the d{rer,,r a‘nthm:l'tylnf
another repulatory andior governmental enxity (for example water quality aml wildlife
habitat). We anticipate that the responsible agency will comment on such issucs. Our
comments focus on three arcas of impact and the alternative section of tha DEIR. Mps: af
our comments Telate to issues previously raised by the Town in response 1o the Motice of

Preparation.

10183 Truckes Airpert Road, Truckee, CA 96161-3306
Admindsgadon: $30-582-7700 ) Fax: FI0-5R2-TTI00 s-mail: sruckoo(@ranenaftruckes. com
Community Dove : §10-582-T820 Fax: 530-582-7880 | e.mail: cdd@rowmafiruckes.com
Axvrral Conrol Vehicl: Abhatemens: 330-582-TE30f Fax: £30-582-T350 / ¢-mail: animalconrol@itewnafruckes cam
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Traffic and Circulation: The DEIR clearly shows that development in the Martis Valley
has & direcs, and in many cases significant, impact on roadways within the Town of Truckee.
While we appreciate the recognition of the impact we are concemed that the mitigation
measures proposed, specifically significam highway wideming and signalizing muliiple | M-2
intersestions, chanpe the character of our Town and the Martis Valley in ways that are not
consistent with the vision articulated in our collective plans. The specter of 4 lane road
facilities and dual signalized left i lanes within our communiry is a future to be avoided.
In fact we are concemed that development that necessitates these 1ypes of improveoments may
negatively impact the long term 2conomic future of our region. We are also nol sure if the
DEIR adequately addresses the noise impacts that may be associared with this level of | g5
increased traffic through Town neighborhoods, At some peint people quit visiting and
investing in cur region if it appears the same as the whan or suburban envirenraent that they
came from. We had hoped that the Planning Ad-'n'sm'}' Commirtee and the saff wonld hawve
seized this appmtumt}r to evaluare the commumty chamacter impacis of these dramatic
changes to our region’s roadway networks and addressed them in a poliey context within the | g4
Plan. We hope and request that the Planning Commitiee, Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors take a elase look at this issue in their review of the Plan. The Town has work o
do in this area as well and clearly there is an opportunity for us to work together on these
critical ransportation issues. Our specific comments on the DEIR are as follows:

Mitigation Measure 4.4 1a idenrifies that “The County shall establish a capital improvement
program for the land use map and roadway improvements ultimarely approved by the County
for the improvements identified in Tables 4.4-20 rough 4.4-25 (depending on the land use
map adopted). This would include funding and coordinatieon for waflic improvements
associated with impacts idertified in the Town of Truckee as well as to state highway

facilities (SR 267 and SR28)." M-5

The following language should be added to that mitigation measure: “For projects within the
Town of Truckee, modem roundsbouss or other alternative intersection improvements shall
be considered as altematives 1o the mitigation measures identified in Tables 4.4-20 through
4.4-25 prior 1o installation of those improvements or programming of those improvements
within a capital improvement program. All capital improvement programming for projects
within the Toawn of Truckee shall also be coordinated with the Town of Truckes™

The ransportation secticn identifies that the need 1o widen SR 267 from Schacifer Mill Road
to Northstar Drive from 2 lanes to 4 lanes can be éliminated if one of the following measures

are implemented:
1. Construct the Morthstar Connection, or
2. FReduce trip generation (and associated land use) 20% 10 35% (depending upen
land nse alternative).

10183 Truckee Airport Read, Truckes, CA $6161-3306
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The adopted plan should require one or both of the above items as a mitgation measure
within the Martiz Valley Community Plan Area. Sheuld this not scenr, the toat of widening

SR 267 from Shaeffer Mill Road to Northstar Dove should be atributed o development mt.d
within the Martis Valley Community Plan Area through the traffic impact fee program for

the Martis Valley Cormpmumnity Plan Area.

Air Quality: We concur with the DEIR's conclusion that the generation of PM,, emissions
from new development will have sigmificant impacts on particulate matter air quality in the
Truckes air basin. [t may be that the particulate marter air quality impacts of the Martis
Valley Community Plan will be significant and wmavoidable (the Town came to the same
conclusion in our 1996 General Plan), however, we do not believe that the DEIR has zone far
enough in analyzing the air quality impacts of the plan and identifying feasible mirigarion
measures.  Although CEQA recognizes that projects may have significant and unavoidable
impacts that cannot be reduced o a less than significant level, CEQA does require that all
feasible mitigation measures be incorporated into the plan to lessen the air quality impacts to
the greatest extent possible,

The Town of Truckee has extensively studied the particulate matter sir quality problem a7

within the Trackee air bagin, and the result of these studies is the Truckee Parniculare Maner
Air (ualiny Management Plan. The Air Quality Managemen: Plan identifiss 2 number of
conirol strarcgics (or mitigation measures) to reduce PM,, émizsions from new development
and to reduce PM,o emissions from existing development o compémsate for incteased
emissions from new development. Prior 1o their adoption, the Town reviewed the control
strategics to ensure they were featible from social, economic, and technical considerations,
and we have already started to implement some of these control strategies, including a
"poini-of-sale” changeout program for non-certified woodstoves. We will implement our

remaining control strategies in the coming years.

The Town is encouraged by the efforts already taken by Placer County, the Placer Air
Pollution Conmoel Dismict, the Town of Truckes, and the Norhern Sierra Afr Quality
Management Dismict to collectively address particulate marter air pollution in the Truckee air
basin including the Martis Valley and to coordinate PM)y emission reduction strategies in the
furure. The Martis Valley Commumty Plan presents a golden opporumty for the Placer
County Board of Supervisors to expand on policies and implementation measures for future
PM, control sirategies in the Manis Valley. The Town belicves that the Martis Valley
Community Plan air quality goals and objectives could be further strengthened by identifying
specific conmol strategies for new development t¢ implement the air quality policies already
proposed in the plan and also by adding policies and conmol sirategies in the plan w reduce
P, emissions from existing development.

10183 Truckee Airpart Rosd, Trockes, CA 96161-3306
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Cgmmiym\-e]npm: SI0-5E2-7E20 [ Fax: 530=-5E2-TERD J g-mmil: m‘d’@mmqﬁnu&u it
Aniemal ConmolVehicle Abatemenr, S30-582-T830 / Fax: 530-282-TRE9 ) semail>

ariimalconsrolBrewnafiruckescom

Placer County

May 2003

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-197



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

dug=18=07 11:58an  From-TONWROF4 TRUCKEE 5ansa2iTio T-81  F.0S/0T F-d0%

The Town of Truckse requests that the DEIR consider, analyze, and incorporate in the DEIR
and the Plan the following mitigation measures to lessen PM,, air quality impacts that may
result from implementarion of the Martis Valley Commumnirty Plan:

a. Implement & mitigation fee program o require mitigarion fees for the installation of
all woodstoves, fireplaces, and other solid fuel buming devices, including thasa -

installed in exising developments and lots, to offser the PM,, emissions from these
solid fusl burning devices.

b. Implement a woodstove remeoval program 1o require the removal of non-cenified
woodstoves upon the sale or mansfer of properry and alze 1o require the removal of all
non-certifisd woodstoves within a specific time penied (e.g., by 2007).

In eserdinarion with Cal Trans and the Town of Truckee, prepare and implement
street sanding guidelines 1w reduce re-entrained road dust from winter road sanding

and sweeping operations.

Affordable Housing: The Town is impressed by the commitment w affordable housing
provided by the Martis Vallay Plan policies and the mitigation measures proposed in the
DER. The combinaton of the Resort Development Housing Policy 3. A4 and mitgation
measure 4.2.2 which mandates a 10% inclusion of affordable housing units in all residential
projects provide powerful tools to help provide workforee housing for the new jobs expected
0 be created by the implementation of the Plan. However, the number of new jobs generated
by implementation of the Plan is alarming- the 4,750 jobs identified in Table 4.2-12 exceeds
the toral number of jobs that existed in the Town of Trockee just 12 years ago. As we have
callectively found, housing these new workers is extremely difficule

Our comments related 1o affordable housing are:

1. Strengthen Resort Development Housing Policy 3.A.4 by clarifying that its purpose is to
acmzlly construct housing units to mitigare the impacts created by new employment., This
clarification would require modification to options ¢ and d as follows:

c. Dedication of land in confuncrion with the payment af fees (if necessary) o ensure the M-A0
congrruction of the for needed housing units for the new employees generated by the g
project concurrently with or prier to the creation of the new jobs,

d. Payment of an in-lizu fee where it can be shown by the developer ar the County thar
there is an approved housing profecr available rhat the fee will be wilized 1o help
construct and the fee will resull in the construction of the reeded kowsing units for the

10183 Truckee Airport Road, Truckee, Ca 96161-3306
AdminisTaton: $30-582-THD / Fac 530-582-T710 / é-mail; feckdaiiltcwnoffruckie. com
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new employees generated by the praject corcurrenily with or prior io the creation of the | M-10
Cont'd

new jobs.

2. The Town requests that Mingation Measure 4.2.2 be implemented by inclusion into the
Plan text. In addition, the Town requests that langnage be added, similar to the language
referenced above, that would apply in the instance the County finds it infeasible to constmaet
the units in cenjunetion with the project and elects to charge a fee. This language wouald
require that the payment of the fee will directly result in the creation of the number of new
housing umts required to mitigate the housing impact created by the project.

The above modifications are requested to ensure that the mitigation measures actually result M
in the eonstruction of new houging units to mitigate the housing impact identified in the
DEIR. Our experience with the payment of in-lieu fees, a good example is the Village at
Sguaw Valley (Intrawest) Project, is that they do not result in the construction of the required
néw umits to mitigare the housing impact of the new jobs created by the project. Without the
linkage between the foc paid and housing units actually produced, we strongly believe that
the conclusions of the DEIR are invalid and the document is inadequare.

Alternatives: The DEIR idenrifies two aliematives that are environmentally superior o the
proposed project (Table 6.0-3, page 6.0-17). According 1o the DEIR these alternatives could
feasibly atwin the objectives of the project (Plan) and aveid er lessen the effects of the
project. In the case of the clustered land use altemnative, the tame amount of development
would be accomplished, in a more compact manner with significantly less land disturbance.
The Town specifically requested consideration of the clustercd alternative in our comments
on the NOP for this DEIR. We belicve that the loss of open space is the fundamental issue | . o
associated with the growing public concern regarding the Plan. It is, in fact, the open space
in the Martis Valley and other arcas around our region that creats the cconomic engine that
drives our collective economies. At some point development that uses up the existing open
spaces insfficiently will have a long term negative impact on our economy. For this reasen
we would urge the Planning Advisory Committee, Plmning Commission and Board of
Supervisors w carefully consider the available alternatives, pamicularly those that wiould
maximize the retention of ertical open spaces, For example, clustering development away
fam Martiz Creek Reservoir and its source stregms will help retzin the quality and the
character of the wophy trout fishery which is an imporant element of our resort based
econany.

In terms of our specific comments related to the alternative section of the DEIR and the Draft
Martis Valley Plan, it is not made clear in either document why the environmentally superior | g 45
allernatives are not being pursued. CEQA (section 21002) states “...it is the policy of the
Statc that public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible
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sltermatives or feasible mitgation measures available which would substanmally lessen the
significan: effects of such projects”. It is within this context thar we request thar the County
seriously consider the enviroamental superior altematives and ultimarely act in accordance

with State Law,

M-13
Cont'd

In conelusion, we sincerely appreciate the oppormumity to participars in this critical planning
process and look forward to future cooperative endeavars. Should you have questions
regarding the Town's comments they should be directed to our Community Development

Diirgctar, Tomy Lashbrook.

Sincerely,
iw'xﬂ.-hru-

Ron Florian
Mayor

Cc Citizen's Advisory Comminee
Placer County Planning Commission
Placer Couaty Board of Supervisors
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LETTER M:

Response M-1:

Response M-2:

Response M-3:

Response M-4:

Response M-5:

Response M-6:

Response M-7:

RON FLORIAN, TOWN OF TRUCKEE

Comment noted. Town of Truckee comments on the Notice of Preparation
were considered in the preparation of the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the traffic impacts and associated
mitigation measures identified for traffic impacts to the Town of Truckee are
noted. Effects of traffic mitigation measures are noted on Draft EIR page 4.4-
57.

Section 4.5 (Noise) and Appendix 4.5 of the Draft EIR specifically notes
significant transportation noise that would occur as a result of future traffic
volumes within the Town of Truckee.

The commentor’s statements regarding the consideration of the community
character impacts in the community plan development process is noted.
The environmental effects of the project on the Town of Truckee is addressed
in Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Analysis). Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1a would involve the
establishment of a capital improvement project that would establish traffic
impact fees for development.

The air quality impact analysis provided in Section 4.6 (Air Quality) of the
Draft EIR provides an extensive analysis of the extent of air quality impacts
associated with implementation of the project. The following text changes
are made to the Draft EIR associated with Mitigation Measure MM 4.6.3.

= Pages 2.0-32 (Table 2.0-1), 4.6-17 and 8.0-5 (Table 8.0-1), the following text
changes are made to Mitigation Measure MM 4.6.3:

MM 4.6.3 The following language shall be added to policy 9.H.6:

an_offsite mitigation program to offset the development increases in

Nitrogen Oxide, Reactive Organic Gas and Particulate Matter emissions.
This may include development of a fee program that could fund
activities such as retrofitting existing heavy equipment/vehicles with
cleaner burning engines, retrofitting or purchasing new low emission
transit vehicles and equipment, providing natural gas fuel infrastructure,
implement improved street sweeping and sanding
quidelines/procedures, provision of a green waste pick up program as
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Response M-8:

Response M-9:

Response M-10:

Response M-11:

Response M-12:

Response M-13:

an _alternative to burning and replacing non-EPA certified woodstoves
with new EPA certified units.

The County shall promote and encourage new development to utilize
non-wood burning devices in the Plan area. Only EPA certified Phase i
wood burning devices or their equivalent shall be allowed within the
Plan area. The maximum emission potential from each residence shall
not exceed 7.5 grams per hour. Outdoor burn pits must be plumbed with
natural gas and prohibited from burning wood.”

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment M-7.

The commentor’s statements regarding proposed Martis Valley Community
Plan policies and mitigation measures associated with affordable and
employee housing is noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response
3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of the Project).

The commentor’s suggested changes to Policy 3.A.4 are noted and will be
forwvarded to the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for consideration.

The commentor’s suggested changes to Policy 3.A.4 and their association
with Mitigation Measure MM 4.2.2 are noted and will be forwarded to the
Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for
consideration. As identified in Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and
Employee Housing Effects of the Project), the environmental effects of the
lack of affordable and employee housing is addressed in the Draft EIR.

The commentor’s statements regarding the alternatives analysis in the Draft
EIR is noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy
of the Alternatives Analysis) as well as Response to Comment K-6 and Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) regarding Martis Creek Reservoir concerns.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).
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Letter N
NORTHERN SIERRA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT Gratehian Bannfit. APC
Main Offee “Hew
200 Litten Drive, 3tz 320 Post-It® Fax Mota 7671  [Cam i B v Road, Suite B
P.0. Box 2509 T . —
Crmes Valley, CA 55545 Logrs Lovscenca, 5 EEdw T 2
(530 7749360 J PAX: (530) 274-7545 CoTHp T AT (530) SET-2623

August 16, 2002 L

Plager County Flanning Dep
Attn: Lorl Lawrance, Environmantal Review Clerk

11414 "B" Avanua
Auburn, California 95603

Comments on Draft Environmantal Impact Raport for the Martis Vallay Community
Pian Updats

Ra:

Baar Ma. Lawranca:

Both eastarn Nevada and eastem Placer Countlas lia within the Truckes Alr Basin. As you
ara wall aware, air pollution i not contained within county lines. Developmeant, as proposed
in tha Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Martla Valley Community Plan Updata, will
hava an advarsa affect on air quality in eastern Nevada County. Tha Northern Sierra Alr -
Quslity Management District (District) has |urisdiction over Nevada, Siarra and Plumas
Counties. Since the referencad plan will impact eastorn Nevada County, the District would

like to submit the following commenting sgency comments for the official record.

The District Is concernad about this plan dus to the largs potential for devaelopmant. Futura
devalopment of tha Martis Vallay, in accerdance with the Draft Environmantsl Impact Report| o
far tha Martiz Valley Community Plan Update. will cause an impact upon & community
[Truckea) that slready experiences poor sir quality.

The Tawn of Truckes can have very poor sir quality on some days. Federal and state
amblent air quelity standards for partioulate mattsr lees than 10 microns (PM10) hava baan

axceeded sevaral times. The state stendard has been exceaded many tirmas, and the fedaral
standard has besn axceeded once. In July of 1997, the U.S. EPA promulgated new
standards for particulata mattar lass than 2.5 microns. This "fina” fraction of PM10 is N-3
produced |argaly from combustion precesses, so woodburning communities like Truckes will
ba affacted by this new standard. Previous menitoring for PM2.5 In Truckes indicates that If
thera s an axceedance of the PM2,5 standard in the District, it will most likaly occur in
Truckss, Increased afforts are needed now to mitigate end sliminate fine particls sources of

air pollutants within the Truckes araa.

Endaral Nonattainmeant [85uas :
The public health Is not tha only thing at risk. When an area is designatad as federal
nonattainment, federal law raguires steps be token to reduce emiasions of the nenattainment
pollutant so that the public is not expesed to unhsglthful air quality. *Nonattainment” maans
that an araa doos not attain the amblent air quality standard for tha pollutant of concarm,
Clsaning up the air is & very costly process that can negetively affect the logal economy and | N4
results in numarous burdanseme regulations and contrals, It should be svoided if at all
possible, Sanctions apply If an adsquata attainmant plan is not adoptad and implamanted.

It should ba notad that since PM2.5 ia considered & regionel air pollutant, if the Truckes erea
viclates the PM2.5 standard, then all of Nevada County snd Placer County would ba
includad in any new federal nenattainment area.
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Tha District is concernad about the larga amount of particulate mattar (PM10) emisslons
pradictad from Wood Burning and Road Dust. ROG and NOx levels are also significanthy high
(Table 4.6-4 Martls Vallay Community Plan Update DEIR). These amissions pose a
significant impact. All thres of the afors mentionad poliutants exceed tha District’s Laval C | N-§
thrasholds (TABLE 1), therefore having a significent Impact. Additionally, the District
strongly disagraes with tha DEIR's assumption that the haomes will ba occupied only 30% of
the time, thus amissions are predicted to be only 30% of total possible emissions. This is
inappropriate for detarmining predicted emissions for a reascnable worst case scenario. The
Digtrict will sasuma at least a 75% occupancy rata, increasing ell of the abovea statad

amigsions appropriataly.

TABLE 1

NOX ROG PM10

< 24 Iba/day <24 bhe/day <79 Ibs/day

o ———

NOX ROG PM10

25-136 Iba/day 25-136 lbs/day 80-136 [by/day

NOX ROG FML0

137 Ib/day =137 Bs/day =137 Ioaiday

Thesa threshold levals ere lasa stringant than Placer County Air Poliution Control District’s.
Howaver, PM10, ROG and NOx emissions must be mitigated to a leval below significant in

sastarn Nevada County. PM10, ROG and NOx all excead 137 pounds par day (Lawval C): N-6
tharefore there I3 a signffficent impact; below Lavel C would be porentfaly sfgnificant. Tha
Town of Truckaa’s Air Quality Managemant Plan calls for “no net increass of PM10 or
FM2.6." Tharafore, particulats matter emiasions should be mitigated 100%.

District Ascommandation

1. Mitigata ROG, NOx and PM to balow level C thrashold for Mevada County. To be in
accordance with the Truckes AQMP, PM must be mitigatad 100% (no net Increase). N7

2, The District strongly recommaends that all wood burning appilances be prohibited.
Gasg, pallet or fuel-oil hesting appliances are viable alternatives. If tha projsct insizta
upon Installing wood-burning eppliances, they may still be abla to mest the Truckes
Ganaral Plan‘s air quality goal of no net increasa of particulate matter by participating
i a "Graat Stova Changeout Program”® or contributing financially to any othar NB
programs that will offset the emissions that will be caused by the woed buming
heating appllances installad in the project.

Additionally, If wood-burning eppliances are allowed within new conatruction under

Placer County
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this plan, then sach residential unit and ocoupled commercial building must have
rasidential wood combustion units and/or fireplaces that ara Environmantal Prataction
Agency |EPA) Phase |l or better devicas. Any wood burning appliance or firaplace that| N-8

is not EPA Phase Il cartified or battsr shall ba prohibited. Additionally, sach Cont'd
rasidantial unit and occuplad commarcial building shall not amit mora then 7.5 g/hr of

particulate mattar.

3 Due to the proposed increasa of PM, AOG and NOx in the Martis Vallay, the District
recommeands that sir monitoring equipment for PM10, PMZ2.6 and ozone be placed
within an approved location by the Placer County Air Pallution Contral District and tha
Mortharn Siarra Alr Quality Managament District. Offset fees shall be used to
purchasa, install and malntain the monitoring aguipmant. It is imparative that tha
proposed monitors be in place bafore construction begins. Both Air districts must
hove baseline data before any construction commances. This would help satiafy
Policy 6F.6 listed in the Draft Environmental Impact Repart.

M-8

4, Tha District recommaends that alternatives to rasidential opan burning of vagatative Kt
matarial ba used. Among sultabla alternatives are chipplng, mulching, or converslon =

to biomasa fusl.

Thank you for the opportunity to commant on the Draft EIR. Plesse add the District to your
distribution list for coples of the administrative final EIR. Please feal free to call Ryan
Murano at (530) 550-7872 if you have any questiona or comments,

Sincaraly,

Bl T

Gratchan G. Bennitt
Air Pollution Control Officer

ce: Town of Truckea, Community Development Departmant
Attn: Duana Hall, Town Plannar
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LETTER N: GRETCHEN G. BENNITT, NORTHERN SIERRA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Response N-1:

Response N-2:

Response N-3:

Response N-4:

Response N-5:

Response N-6:
Response N-7:
Response N-8:

Response N-9:

Response N-10:

Comment noted. The DEIR setting section mentions that the Martis Valley
sub-air basin is part of two counties and two adjacent air districts.

Comment noted. Air quality problems in Truckee and Martis Valley are
discussed in the DEIR, and the Town of Truckee’s efforts to improve air quality
are also described.

Comment noted. The DEIR provides a summary of air quality data gathered
by the NSAQMD in Truckee and describes the Town of Truckee’s Particulate
Matter Air Quality Management Plan.

Comment noted. The DEIR on page 4.6-3 provides a discussion of the
ramifications of classification as a non-attainment area.

Project emissions of particulate matter, ROG and NOx are shown in Table 4.6-
4 of the Draft EIR and exceed both the thresholds of significance of the
Placer County APCD and the NSAQMD. Project emissions of these pollutants
were found to have a significant air quality effect on regional air quality.

The assumption regarding seasonal occupancy (30 percent permanent, 70
percent seasonal) was used only in the calculation of wood burning
emissions. This assumption was made to be consistent with the Town of
Truckee Particulate Matter Air Quality Management Plan. This same
assumption was made in Appendix 2 of the AQMP, and is necessary to
accurately calculate annual amounts of wood burned, since there is a great
difference in the wood-burning practices of permanent and seasonal
residences. Therefore, the emissions shown in Table 4.6-4 of the DEIR do not
represent 30 percent of total emissions, and should not be adjusted. The
URBEMIS-generated estimates of emissions are based on full buildout of all
project land uses without adjustment for seasonality. The estimates of worst-
case carbon monoxide concentrations, in Table 4.6-3 of the Draft EIR are
based on annual peak traffic volumes assuming full buildout of project land
uses.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment M-7.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment M-7.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment M-7.

The commentor’s suggestion of installing monitoring equipment in the Plan
area is noted and wil be forwarded to the Placer County Planning
Commission, Board of Supervisors and the Placer County Air Pollution Control
District for consideration.

The commentor is referred to Response to Comment M-7. As a practical

matter, PCAPCD policy is that during the environmental review of
developments restrictions be placed eliminating residential burning.
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County of Placer

NORTH TAHOE REGIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL
P. 0. Box 1238

Carmelian Bay, CA %6140

County Contact: Steve FKastan (5307 546-1950

NORTH TAHOE REGIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL

Minutes of the meeting of
Thursday, Aogust 8, 2002
G:00 P
North Tahoe Community Conference Center, Kings Beach

Members present: Duggan (chair), Brown, Gracey, Ballin. Calhoun, Diyer
Memboers absent: Shaw, Hennessey, DesLauriers

1. Call to order and Introductions: Meeting was called to order at £:00 P. M.
Council and audience introduced themselves

2. Approval of minutes from July meeting: Approved unanimously

3. Approval of agenda for the present mecting: Approved unanimously

4. Open Forum:

Fred Yeager said that the Planning Department is now working on an ordinance provision to
make it simpler and more accurate to consolidate parcels of land. As it now stands, ifan
owner of more than one parcel wants to build a house that may span property lines, a hearing
prior to obtaining a building permit is required. If adopded, the changs would mean that there
wolld be no hearings, no notice, and perhaps less cxpensive.

A member of the audience wanted W know when the Planning Departiment Design Review
Committee meets, as information regarding the Tonopalo project has been difficult, and
response has been missing. Several project problems were noted, such as the workers on the
project were not allowed to park heavy equipment on the sand dune, but apparenily have
done this; workers also removed the sand dune which had been there a long time. Mark
Calhoun remarked that he had looked at Tonopalo, and feels deceived by the apparent
violaticns. He added that the Placer County Planning Department and TRPA have
enforcement power, Theresa Dupgan said that she also is unhappy, as the project appears to
be following the letter of the law but not the spirit. A comment was made that there seems to
be no perception of quality in the work and that a layperson can see this. Also pointed out is
that NTRAC advised approval of something other than what is being done.

Placer County
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Steve Kastan said that NTRAC has advisory capacity only, but has no authority. Mark
Calhoun asked what could happen if it is determined by Placer County that Tonopalo is not
in compliance. Fred Yeager said that a notice of non-compliance would be issued. Tonopalo
is in compliance, according to TRPA and Placer County, Fred Yeager said that the Planning
Department and the Department of Public Works are both aware of the Tonopalo problems.
He said he would report back regarding tonight’s comiments and complaints.

Mark Calhoun, when asked how this can happen, responded that a system of legal bribery
has been created. He said that former TRPA employees, who know how to move through the
system with attorneys, arc being hired by owners of big projects. He said that mitigation fees
on these projects, because of their impacts, are accepted by TRPA. Ken Gracey suggested
that if TRPA does not respond to questions and phone calls, contacting the TRPA governing
body is the next step. Terry Dyer said that he has had experience with TRPA, and that the
governing body will listen. Fred Yeager said that the TRPA governing body will meet on
August 28,

3. Action liem: A. Change in conditions for the Tahoe Marina Lodge from exclusive
hotel use to allow residential uses. I

Fred Yeager, Placer County Planning Department Director, reported on the Tahoe Marina
Lodge. The project as approved by Placer County was restricted to motel use: each unit
required by the owner to be enrolled in a rental program. However for the past 30 years only
about half of the 48 units are now in compliance. Units have been sold with some buyers
unaware of this restriction.

On August 22 there will be a Planning Comemission hearing on the project, to be held at the
Morth Tahoe Community Center in Kings Beach. At issue is whether it is an option or a
requirement that the owner of each unit be in compliance with the Conditional Use Permit to
enter into a rental agreement. The CC&RR’s were approved by Placer County to implement
the rules in the C.LLF.

Fred said that Placer County has the ability to enforce the intent in the original conditions,
but cannot require a change in these conditions to inclede other jssues, such as the
construction of a bike trail, The pool, tennis courts, parking spaces, and pier are to be
accessible fo the public. There are concerns about sceessibilify because the project is adjacent
to the public beach and 15 at the center of town,

Ken Gracey said that the project from the Public's point of view is that it has been made into
a private project. Mark Calhoun said that the public feels violated because people have been
denied the right to pier access, the public’s aceess (0 the area should be increased.

Comments from the audience include that the owners are fighting the public right to access
the pier. Public access has been denied in other ways — the public parking has been taken
over by employees of area merchants. People have been denied access to the pool at the
lodge. Not many people even know that it is a public pool. TOT, which represemts a lot of
moncy, is not being collected. There have been mimerous fences erected. The Use Permit
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states that there would be no fences - they remove the public right 1o access, and should not
have been built.

Randy Faccinto, attorney for the Tahoe Maring Lodge, said that the CC&R’s approved by
Placer County do not include the Use Permit, so the Condominium owners never see the Use
Permit which requires them to be in the rental program, Buyers and sellers do not realize that
the project is actually a motel, including the requirement of the rental program. He said that
30 years after approval owners couldn’t be told that each unit is required to be a rental unit -
the CC&Rs state that rental is an option. He said that for 30 years the operation was that of
privatc property ownership. He commented that the owners want clarification, not change.
He said that owners do not deserve enforcement of something they know nothing about,

Fred Yeager said that three years ago the County Counsel asked the Lodge owners to show
how compliance to the Use Permit is being achieved. The County intends to look at the
history, and be consistent and fair. He said that a change could be made only by a decision of
the Planning Commission and notification to the owners.

Motion made and seconded that NTRAC approve the Planning Stafl recommendation
that the project remain as it was approved. The motion passed: five for and one against.

B. Comments on the Martis Valley Community Plan Environmental Impact Report
relating to impacts on North Tahoe.

Fred Yeager said that community comments on the E.LR, would end on August 19 at 5:00
P.M. and the Planning Commission will meet with recommendations on August 22 at 6 P.M,
at the Kings Beach Conference Center. The Board of Supervisors will hold hearings and
make any appropriate changes; the final document will be available probably in October,

Fred said that 2500 notices regarding the project have been sent to adjacent property owners
and affected public agencies.

Terry Diver asked how recommendations from the public would be implemented, Fred said
that Flacer County will study recommendations and comments, and respond. He said that 0-1
new developments from comments made have already been anticipated, As an example, past
traffic studies have anticipated fumire area traffic,

O traffic, Ron Melntyre of the Resort Association, commented that people will come to the
area anyway - the task is how the people are handled - not how to stop develapment. Mark Oz
Calhoun said that there st be some control. Ron said that downzoning has gone on for 25
years. The people who stay overnight need to pet into an alternate form of transportation.

Following a list of proposals from a July 30 subcommittee meeting, the following were
recommended. The Council approved these recommendations for both the Plan and the EIR.

Traffic;

1. The North Tahoe Regional Advisory Committee recommends an expansion of the study

area for the Martis Valley Community Plan to include Stateline (Brockway) to Faniy Bridge 0-3

3
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(Intersection of Routes 89 and 28). Moved and seconded to approve expansion of study 03 \
arca, Approved unanimously. it
2. The North Tahoe Regional Advisory Committee recommends an expansion of the study
area for the Martis Valley Community Plan to include entrance to Squaw Valley and Alpine 04
Meadows. Moved and seconded to approve expansion of study arca. Motion passed: five
for and one against,

Parks and Recreation:

A revised DEIR must include an analysis of project related and cummlative impacts on North
Shore parks and recreation facilities, Fred Yeager said that mitigation is there, already 0-5
addressed and will be addressed in EIR. Moved and seconded to approve. Motion passed
unanimously.

Public and Private Services:

Motion made and seconded to include study of the following four items,
Police and Sherift
Emergency Services, hospitals, fire services o6
Waste Managemen!
Social Services

Motion passed unanimously.

Air and Water Quality:

A revised DEIR should analyze whether the proposed development in the Martis Valley will
generate air, vehicle emissions, and water guality impacts on Lake Tahoe and the North
Shore. and determine whether these impacts will in any way impede progress toward
attaining thresholds and carrying capacity limitations for the Morth Share.

Motion made and seconded to study how vehicle emissions could affect the area and
water quality. Motion passed unanimously.

Parking:

The North Tahoe Regional Advisory Committee recommends an expansion of the study arca
for the Martis Valley Community Plan to include parking studies for Stateline to Fanny o8
Bridge. Motion made and seconded to expand study area addressing parking, Motion
passed: five for and one against.

Jennifer Merchant said that she did not think that transit operating plan and funding
implementation has been addressed in the EIR. Mark Calhoun asked how this would be done.
Jennifer suggesied a transit improvement plan, Fred said that a detailed transit-funding
program is possible, As new development occurs, public transil could be put on property tax | 0=
bills. It was moved and seconded that, due to the traffic impacts identified in the DEIR,
the EIR should expand the discussion of transit related traffic mitigations to include a
detailed funding proposal and related mitigation measures and implementation
programs. The motion passed unanimously.

6, Other Business: none,
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7. Future Meetings: A request to invite Sierra Pacific Industries (o attend a future meeting.
Also, Chip sealing, and transit alternatives.
E. Adjournment - the meeting was adjoumned at 9:05 PM,

Respectfully submitted,

Alison Warnes

Refninscesgiminrey
b
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LETTER O:

Response O-1:

Response O-2:

Response O-3:

Response O-4:

Response O-5:

Response O-6:

Response O-7:

Response O-8:

Response O-9:

ALISON WARNES, NORTH TAHOE REGIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL

Comments received on the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR are
responded to in this document.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10
(Adequacy of the Traffic Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Analysis).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Analysis). The proposed plan will not result in a significant impact to
the Squaw Valley Road and Alpine Meadows Road. Traffic traveling from
the Martis Valley region to Tahoe City and the West Shore would use SR 267
and SR 28 to the south. Of the traffic generated by the project, only up to 6
percent would travel to/from SR 89 within the vicinity of Squaw Valley and
Alpine Meadows. On peak ski days, moreover, traffic levels to and from the
ski areas is limited by the capacity of the ski area or ski area parking.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

Public service impacts to the physical environmental associated with the
project are adequately addressed in Section 4.11 (Public Services) of the
Draft EIR. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment 5-7 regarding
hospital services. CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 specifically notes that
social and economic concerns are not considered physical effect on the
environment and thus was not discussed in the Draft EIR.

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Consideration of
Impacts to the Tahoe Basin).

The commentor is referred to Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the
Traffic Analysis).
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DIVIEION OF AEROMAUTICE - ML #40
1120 ¥ STREET
F. 0. BOX 242873
SACEAMENTO, CA 54273-0001
ECEDVE

[PERs, TEAS PO LA TV ANT HOA ST GENCY.

FHONE [516) 654-4858
FAX (916)655-9551
MAY 01 2003

PLANNING DEPT.

April 28, 2003

Mr. Bill Comabs

Placer County Flanning Department
11414 B Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Mr. Combs:

Re: Placer County's Revised Draft EIR for the Martis Valley Community Flaon Update;
SCH# 2001072050

The California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics (Department),
reviewed the abovereferenced document with respect o airpori-related neise and
safety impaets and regional aviation land uze planning issues pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The following comaments are offered
for your consideration,

1. The proposed update to the 1975 Martis Valley General Flan (Plan) is intended to
bring the Plan into consistemcy with the 1994 Placer County General Plan.
According to the Revised Draft EIR, the proposed project and the (non-selected)
alternatives will have "Bignificant Unless Mitigated” impacts related to Truckee-
Tahoe Airport noise and airport operations. The EIR states that while the 1975
Martis Valley General Plan could result in potential conflicts with the Truckee-
Tahoe Airport operations as wall as with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
FAR Part 77 and the Tahoe Truckes Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan, the
“proposed Community Plan does include policies 5.E.1 and 5.E.2 regarding | p_j
epprdination with the airport and support for continued use of the sirport.”

2. California Public Utilities Code (PUC) Section 21676 requires local general plane
and spaecific plans be submitted to an sirport land use commission (ALUC) to
determine whether the plang are consistent or inconsictent with the aivport land
use comnpatibility plan, If the ALUC {inds that a local agency has not reviged its
gemeral plan or specific plan or overruled the ALUC by a two-thirds vote only after
making findings, the ALUC may reguire that the lecal agency submit all
subsequent actions, regulations. and permits to the ALUC for review., This
propozsal must be submitted to the Foothill Airport Land Use Commission (ALTUC)
for a consisteney determination,

“Coltrons improps mebifity ceross Californda™
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MAY. 02" 2003 15:27 Fo341 p. 003

bir. Bill Combs
April 28, 2003
Page 2

3. The enclosed Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Advisory Cirenlar
{AC150VE200-33) entitled “Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports”
states that land use practices that attract or sustain hazardous wildlife
populations on of near airports can significantly increase the potential for wildlife- | po2
aireraft collisions. The FAA recommends that landflls, wastewater treatment
facilities, surface mining, wetlands and other uses that have the potential to
attract wildlife, be restricted in the vieinity of an airport. Also enclosed iz a copy
of AC 150/5200-34 entitled “Construction or Establishment of Landfills Near
Public Airports” For additional informstion concerning wildlife damage
management, you may wish to contact the United States Department of
Agriculture, Wildlife Services, at (916) 979-2675.

4, The need for compatible and safe land uses near airporis in California is both a
local and a state iesue. Aleng with protecting individuals whe reside or work near
an airport, the Division of Aeronautics views each of the 251 publhic use airports in
California as part of the statewide transportation system, which is vital to the P-3
state’s continued prosperity. We strongly feel that the protection of airports from
incompatible land nse encroachment iz wital to Californis’s economic future.
Adrport land use commissions and airport land vse compatibility plans, however,
are key to protecting an airport and the pecple residing and working in the
vicinity of an airport,

These comments reflect the areas of concern to the Departrment’s Division of
Agprenauties with respect to airport-related noise and safety impacts and regional
airport land use planning issues. We advise you to contact our district office
soterning surface transportation issues,

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this propesal. If you have
any questions, please call me at (916) 654-5314.

Sincerely,
SANDY HESNARD
Aviation Ervironmental Flanner

Enclosures

¢ State Clearinghouse, Foothill ALUC, Truckee-Tahoe Airport

“Galerens improsep mobility seress Celiforaic”
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HATY. 02 ' 2003

1527

e

U3, Department
of Transporiation

Fedaral Aviation
Administration

Suhbect: HAZARDOUS WILDLIFE ATTRACTANTS ON

O NEAR ATRPORTS

1. PURPOSE. This advicery cireular (AC)
provides guichnca on locating certaln land nsss
haviag the potentizl to attadt hazandeus wildlifs 1o
of 0 Ths vicmiy of publicuss ampors. It alse
provides guidance concermang  the  plactment of
new airpet developmrent projects (melading aimpert
pomstruction, expanmen, sad renevation] pertsning
to aitcrafl mevoesmt inothe vienity of bazedews
wildlifs awragtmm.  Appendix 1 provides
definitiana of ferms used in this AC.

2. APPLICATION. The standards, proctices,
md  supgestions contpiped in this AC  are
resommended By the Faderal Aiation
Administraton (FAA) for ns=e by tha operatons ard
spomsors of all publicause airports. in sddition, the
standands, practices, amd saggestions confained n
this AC sre recommended by the FAA 25 guadamee
for land use plonrers, operators, and developars of
projects, facilities, and activities on or pest airposts,

3. BACHKQROUMD. Populations of mmany
species of wildlife have tooreassd merkedly in the

APV au

DAVID L. BENNETT
Dviroctor, Office of Afmort Safety mad Stmdards

BO241 P.OOY

Advisory
Circular

AC Mo 15055200-33
Change:

Date: 37187
Inltated by
AASRT 10 and APPS00

last few wyears. Some of these species are able to
adapl 1o lvman-mede eovironments, such as exis
a0 and arownd u"u'pm'h. The moreass i wildlife
populations, e o= of kager wrbine sogines, the
iparecied wee of twinetugme Mrerall, apd the
inorease momr-traffic, afl combine to increnss the
rigk, frequency, and  potentinl sovesity of wildbfe.
gircraft collisions.

Mozt peblic-uge mrports heve haps tracts of open,
unimproved land that are desirable for add=d mar-
pine of safety aod aome mutigation.  These areas
can present polenhal hamrds to aviation becanse
they cofien atract hazsrdons wildkife, Dhoring fhe
past cepfury, wildlife-nireraft mrikes have cesulted
m 1he loss of humdreds of lves world-wide, as well
as bilhemz of dallsss worth of aceraft dmugg_
Heeardous wildlife atirectmty peor mirperts could
jeopardize Fature eirport  exparsion becmise of
safery sonsaderntpons.
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MAY, 0212003 15:28

197

cpeTutions,

sufiety. Hownver,

AL 1333

SECTION 1. HAZARDOUS WILDLIFE ATTRACTANTS ON OR NEAR

ATRPORTS.

11, TYPES OF HAZARDOUS WILDLIFE
ATTRACTANTS ON OH NEAR ATHFORTS,
Huomem-mnade or namral aress, sach as poorly-
drained avens, refenteon poads. reosting habitals oo
bofldings, lndseaping, patrescible.aate dupodal
whsewgtsr  treatment  plaats,
agricilneral or aquacnltumal  activities, sorface
mizing, of wetlands, may be nsed by wildlife for
excape, feeding, loafing, of reproductios.  Wililife
use of ancas within en airpoct's approach or depars
tare airepacs, wirersft movement angas, leading
fafps, of arcraft parking areas may cawse condi-
thors harardens o aireraft safery.

All spasies of wildlife can pose a threat 1 aimcraft

some  Species mo mom

commenly mvobved in gircraft sivikes than others,
Tatle 1 Hats the wildfife groups commonly repenied
13 bemg mwolved m damagme stokes o VS,
asrerafl from 1993 to 1995

Table 1. Wildlife Groupe Invelved in Damaging
Strikes tn Civiling Alreraft, USA, 1992-1995,

Wildlife
Groups

Percent invelvemend In

reported damaging

strikes

Gulls
Wanerfowl
Rapics
Doves
Vulzes
Elnckhirds-
Statlinps
Convids
Wading birds
Diexr

i3
I8
1l
]
5
3

11

Camid

1-2. LAND TSE PRACTICES. Land wse
practices that attract or sastain bazardons wildlife
populations o0 of Deer sirpors con sipnifcantly fu-
erease {he potsotial for wildlife-nircraft collision.
FAA recommends apainat Innd nee prastices, srithim
the siting crtena stated w 1-3, that etttact or sustain
pomalations  of bazavdous wildlife  within the
vicinity of amrports o cause moverment of  hae-
ardous wildlife ento, inte, or scnoss the spproach or
departare amrspace, #iteraft movement area, loading
ramps, o oircraft parking ares of airpocts.

Airpert opsrators, spoaeors, planners, and bnd e
developers should consider whether proposed land
uses, including new sitpert development projects,
would inceese the wildlife hazard. Cavtion should
be exercised do ensore ibat lad use practices on or
near aizports do oot enhance the attractivensss of
the area to hazerdens wildlife.

1=} SITNG CRITERIA. FAA recommnends
scparations when sking emy of the wildlife
stireotents mentioned in Sectom 2 or when
planming wew  arport  development  projects fo
moommedte  ainemft movement,  The distence
hetwesn an airport's mrcssft  Ewovement arems,
leading tamps, or aircraft parking areas and the
wildlife atiractant shoald be as fallows:

a. Ajrports  servinp  piston-powered
alreraft. A distanse of 5000 feet is reconmmemnded,

b. Airperts  serving  turbinepowersd
nireraft. A distames of 10,000 fest ic

recomenended.

e Approsch or Departore airspace. A
distanes of 5 statete miles 35 cecommended, f the
wildlife sttractarit may caose homedoms wildlife
movement inlo or acress the approach or departirs
airspace.

1 (and T)
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T

#0341 7.0C0G

AL 1505200-33

SECTION I, LAND TSES THAT ARE INCOMPATIBLE WITH SAFE
AIRPORT OPERATIONS.

1. GENERAL. The wildlife species oo the
size of the popubtions attracted to the amport
covironment are highly vaoable and may depemd
o several factors, melading leod-use practices on
or near the airport. It is important fo identify thos
land wse practices im the airport srea that storact
hazardous wildlife. This seetion discusses lmd wee
practices known to twearen avistion safsty.

31 PUTRESCIBELE-WASTE DESPOSAL
OPERATIONS. Putrescible-waste  disposal
operstisne ams known to atact larpe sumbers of
wildlife thal are hagandous te mircralt. Becwase of
this, these opemtims, When locatsd within the
separations dentified in the sitting critzria in 1-3
are congidsred imoompatible with snfe  airped
CpETAonS.

Faa recommeeids against  Jocating
putrescible-waste  Esposal eperations inside the
acpavstiana idemtifled in the sitmg  criteria
mentioned above. FAA alis recommends ngaiost
new  agpert dovelopment projects  that  would
increane The sember of sireraft opemmtions or fast
would acoommindate Jarger or fasber airsrafl, near

putresciblecwasts  dispreal  operatione docated
within the sopartions idemtified in the sitmp
eriteria im 1-3,

2.3, WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILI-
TIES. Wasiewater  troatment  facilities  and
amsoctated  sefthog ponds offen abroct  lmge
nmnbers of wildlife fhat can pess 8 ffreat to aircraft
safety when they un: Jocated on or nzar 20 girport.

1. New wostewntor frestment facilities
FAA rreommends againg! the construction of new
wasizwater trestment facilities or associated senling
pands within the separations idestifled in the siting
eriteria in -3, Dhring the siting onalysis for
wastewater treatment facilities, the potentinl 1o
attract hazardous wikdlife should be considered if
a mirpodt i§ I the vicioity of o proposed st
Axpert cpemators should voice their opposition o
such sitings. In sddities, they should conmder the
existenes af wastewabsr frasimant faciliies when
evaluatmg proposed  sites  for  pew  aimpent
developmemt projects and aveid swch sites when
praecticable,

b. Existing wastevator treatment
facilitles.  FAA  recormends eosrecting amy
wildlife herards  arising from existing wastewater
treatmont facilities located on or near nirpore
without deley, tsing appropriste wildlife hazard
mitigation fechniques. Accerdingly, meases o
minimize hazardews wildlife atmacion showld be
develeged in consnltation with 2 wildlifs damngs
management biclogist  FAA mecommends  dhat
wastewaler trewtment facility operators imcorporme
nppeogriate wildlife hazard mitigation techmiques
inta their spemiting practices.  Adrport opereters
glse shovid enconmge thede  operatos to
fncorporaie these mitipation tschiiques in thes
nlpmmj;:p'racﬁcn?_

€ Artificial  marshes, Waste-water
treatment fcilities may  creale  artificial marshes
and wee submerpest snd emergent aquatic
vegetation as maferal filters. Thesa  artificial
marshes moy be wsed by mome speclzs of flocking
birds, such as lackbinds and walerfowl, for
brecding of roosting nctivities. FAA reestarnends
against establishing amificial macshes within the
separations identified fn the siting eriteria stated in
I-1.

d. Wastewater diccharge and  gludpe
dlspesal.  FAA recommends against the dissharpe
of wistewaler or sledge on st proparts,
Regole: spraping of wastewstor o shidge disposal
on wmpaved ateds may mprove soil moistore and
quality. The remultant morf growth requires mers
Irequent mowing, which m fum oy motilate o
flush insects or srall animals and poduce straw,
The moitned or flushed orpanisms and the  strow
can attract  hagardows  wildife and  jecpardize
aviation safety. In addition, e tmpsoved rarf may
amet grazing wildlife such as deer and geese,

Froblerma may alse ecour when discharges saturate
unpaved mirpor! arcas. The tesultant soft, muddy
conditions  can  severely restict or prowent
omengeney vehizles from reaching accidemt sides in
2 timaly manner,

e. Underwater waste dicharges, The
underwatse discharge of any foed wasle, &g, fish
processime offel, that coald atract scawenping
wildife it nof recommended within the separations
idertifad 1n the aiting eciterda in 1-3.
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AC 150¥3200-37
24, WETLANDS.
a. Wetlinds on or near Airpor.

{1) Existiog Airport.  MNormally,
wetlands wre ammetive o many wildife species
Ajrport operators with wetlmds  Joeated on or
nemby ampet propety should be alest te gy
wildlife use or habisat chenges in these areas (hat
eonid affect safe aincralfl oparations.

{27 Asrport Development.  When
practicable, te FAA recommends siting new
aicporte aeng the sepatations identified in the siting
eriteria m 1-3.  Where altempative sites are ot
practicable o1 when expandimg existing  arpors i
or nesr wetlands, the wildlife hosords chould be
evaloated amd  minimized throwgh a  wildlife
marageent plan peepered by o wiidife damags
maragement Molegist, in conmltaton with the US.
Fish and Wildidfe Service (LSFWS) and the US
Ay Corps of Enginescs (COE)

NOTE: If guestions exist as to whether or ot an
area would qualify a5 o wetlipd, costact the ULS.
Army CDE, the Natuml Retource Cemservation
Servies, or 8 wetlind conmbnmt  cortified o
delineate wetlanda,

b. Wetlind mifigation.  Mitigation may
be  pecessary  when unavgidable  wetland
disturhanges resull from new aiport development
projects. Wetland mitigation should be dzmigned sa
it does mot cnsate o wikDife hazerd

(1) FAs  rocommends  that  wefland
mitigalion projects that moy ateract hazardons
wildlife be sitd owlside of e scparaboms

E0ZL01 P.ODT

A7

identified o the siting eriteria in 1-3. Wetlend
mitigatton banks mesting these siting criterla offer
an ecologienlly sound spproach to mitigetion in

these sinmations.

(2) Exception: to  locating  mitigation
petnties outside the separations idsntified in the
giting eriteria B 1-3 may bo considered i the
affecied  wedands  provide  unigue  scological
firmctions, such 8 criticnl habitet for Creatensd or
encangered  sprods of  prownd welsr recharge
Such mitigation et be compathle with =afe
sirpert operationz.  Enhancing sush  matigation
arexs e oattract hazardous wildlife  shoald be
aveidsd  Omesits mitigoton plos may be reviewsd
by the FAA to determize compatbility with safe
Kirpart opecatione.

{3) Weldsmd mitigetion prejects that are
peeded to peotee umngue wetlod finehons (ses
2-AB20), and that must be loeated da the siting ori-
f=ria in 1-3 shoold be identified and evaluated by a
wildlift domage monegement  biologist  hefore
mplementing he mitigation. A wildiife demmpe
mansgement plan should be developed 1o reduce
the wildlife harands.

NOTE: AC 150/5000-3, Addrers Line for Regional
Airports Divigion  and  dirpory DipricnField
(ifficas, provides mformation  om the locabon of
thezee offices.

5. DREDGE SPOTL  CONTAINMENT
AREAS, FAA recommends ageimet Jocating
dredge  spoil  contaimment  fress  within  the
separations wdentified in the sittng criteria in 1.3, 3f
the spoil contmime materal that wpold atirest
hazardyus wildlife.
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SECTION 3. LAND USES THAT MAY BE COMPATIELE WITH SAFE
AIRPORT OPERATIONS.

1. GENERAL. Ewven though they oy, under
cortain cwoumstanees, =traet bazardous wildhfi,
the lapd yze practices discussed in this section have
flexibility regardmg their Jocation or opzoatien and
may even be onder fhe mmpost opesaloc’s er
tpondor’s confrol.  Im peseral, fhe FAA does mot
consider the  actvities  discussed  below m
hazardous te avidtiet if there 15 wo apparent stirac-
fion o bazardops wildlife, or wildife hacard
mifigation techmiques sre implemented to deal
effzctivaly with oy wildlifs hazard that may arise.

32, EMNCLOSED WASTE  FACTLITIES.
Encloged trash tmmsfer stitiond of epclogsed wasse
handling facilities that receive porhape indoors;
process it vin compection, incincation, of somilar
manner; and remove all ressdue by emelesed
wvehicles, gememully would be compatible, flom 2
wildlife perspective, with safe sirport operations,
provided they are not locatsd on airport property of
within the mway protaction zope (RPZL Mo
putressiblewaste ghould he hondled or stered
cutridi st any tiroe, foo any reeson, or ina partially
enclozed stneehare accessible o hazardous wildlife.

Partially  emclosed operations  that  acespt
puteszible-vaste are eonsidered fo be ineompatile
with safe airpert cpermtiens  FAA recommends
these operations occur ouwide the scparstions
tdentificd in the sitmg <riteria in 1-3.

33, RECYCLING CENTERS Recyelmg
ceniers that sccept  previewsly serted,  men-food
ibeama sach as plos, mewspopes, condboerd, or
alumirum are, in most oases, ool attective o
hazardous wildlife,

34, COMPOSTING OPERATIONS  oON
AIRFORTS. FAA recommends ageinst locating
compasting operations on aitporis.  However, when
they are logated en  an aitpers,  composting
operations should net be locatsd sloser than the
greater of the following distrnces: 1,200 feet from
any aircraft  movement ares, londing remp, or
wrcraft parking mpace; or the distance called for by
aitpett desige  requirements. Thiz spacing is
mterded to prevent  matenal, persormel,  af
equiptment fom penetrating ary Obstacle Free Ares
{OFA), Obstack Free Zome (DFZ),  Thresheld
Eiing  Surfece  (TS5), or  Clearway o
AC I3OTM0-13,  Auport  Decgn). Ofiesiirpert
disposal of  compest  by-praducts iz nod
recommended for the reasens stated in 2-3.4.

6. Composition of material handled,
Compangnts of the compos shounld meves inslude
my mimicipal solid wame, Men-feod waste such as
laaves, lawn chippings,  branches, and twags
penerally are not comsidered o wnldlife attractapt
Sewage siudge, wood-chips, and similar material
e not mwnkcipal sobd wastes and may be used as

compost bulking agents,

b. Monitoring en-airpsri eomposting ap-
eratlons, [ eompesting operations are o he
Incated on airport proporty, FAMA rcoommends thet
the zitport operator momior composting opatations
to ensure that steam of thermal rse doss not affest
et trarffic m amy way, Discarded loaf disposal bags
or ofher delrris mmst ned be  allowed 1o blow onto
Ay active sirpact amea, Alse, the mirport eperater
showld reserve (he Gt te Stop any operation that
craates  unsafe, undesrable, or mcompatibls
canditiors at fhe airport.

A5 ASH DISPOSAL. Tl ash Srom msoucce
vevovery facilities thet ase fred by municipal solid
waste, coal, or wood, 12 pemeraily censidered mot to
be a wildlife amracant becnmise it comtmint mo
putrescible  mattar Fan gemerally doss net
ceopider londfille acceptmg only fly ash 0 be
wildlife atwestanes,  iF those landfills:  are
maintatned m an erdegly manaer; admit na Pittres-
cible-wasie of amy kied and are not eo-located with
ather dizposal operations.

Sines verying degress of waste conFumption are
asmociatad with gereral Incleeratien, FAMA clssifies
the ath from genemal meinemstors as @ regular waste
ditposal My-product and, therofore, & hazardoas
wildlife adtrastant.

3=, CONSTRUCTION aND DEMOLITION
{CED) DEBRIS LANDFILLE C&D debns
(Class TV) landfills bave visual and operational
charsctenshes similnr to putressible-waste Hepogal
mtas.  When co-loemted with  potrescible-waste
disposal operations, the probabibty of harardens
wildlife  attraction 1w C&D lmdiils  mesases
bocanss of the similarties betwesn thse dispagal
BEtivibes.

FAM pemerally does ot comsider C&D Lmdfille o
be hagardous wildlile amraciapts, if thoss Indfills:
are mainizined in o ocrderly manmer; admit no
puirescibleaaste  of any bind,  aod are ped eo-
boeated with other disposal eperations.
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37, WATER DETENTION OR RETENTION
PONDS. The movemest of sterm waser sway from
nmwrﬁ.miways,quisunmml funciion
an mast airports and is mecsssary for safie oircraft
operations. Ditention pends bold storm vater for
shott perads, whils retention ponds hald waber
indefinitely. Both types of pomds comtrel. nueff,
protect watsr goality, and can atact Farardous
wildlife, Reteofion ponds are mers adrctive o
hamardons aildlife than deteation pomds because
fhyew provide ampse reliabls water souTee,

To fcititate bazordows wildlifie comtmol, FAA
pecommends using  slecpesided, namow, lnsady-
ashaped, riperep Hned, watir detention basing rathar
thap retention basins. When possible, thess ponds
should be pleed  swoy from  sircrofl movement
areas 1o minimize aireraftowildife imeractions. Al
wepetation in o7 around detemtion  or Telentien
haxine tat provide faod or cover for hazardous
wildlifs shonld be elirminated,

I s0dl copditiens and otwr  Foquirerisuts sllow,
FAA encoutnges the use of ondergrovnd storn
water nfiltration sysberms, stch o French dravns or
bried rock fishds, bevause fhey are lesg aftractive
o wildhifis

3.8 LANDSCAPING, Wildhife atraction to
landscaping  may vary by geograghic location.
FAA recommends that airport opsritors approach
lamdssapeng with cauten and confine # o nirport
arces pot ossociated with airemft movements. Al
anideenping plane should be reviewsd by a wildlif
damage mamagersent biologist, Landscapad areas
shonld be menitored on 4 contimiimg basis for the
presencs of hamardous willife,  If huosrdows
wildlife is detected, corrective actions should be
implemented fmmedisisly.

3.9, GOLF COURSES. Golf courses may be
benefisial to abports becauze they provide open
sphse thet can be ueed for neiss mitlgation or by
sireraft during An cowrpeney.  Oresizport golf
eowrsss mary alse be 3 concerrent pee (hat provides
ipeoene ta the opl.

Because of pperational and mopstary benefits, golf
courses e ofen deemed compatible lend R82E on
or mear tarpotts.  However, wetsrfow] (especinlly
Coadn pe=ps) ond some species of pulls ae
attracted fo the large, prassy asceap and open water
found on mest golf couwrses.  Hecanse wateriow]
and pulls ocour Shroaghout the LS., FAA ecom-
mends that airport operatesy exeTcide caution ard
campult with &3 wildlife damege Mmomspernent
bislogist  when  comsideriog proposals for pelf

0341 P.OUy

et

course consificHen oOr expmsion OB OF NeRC
girparte. Golf eowrsss should be momitorsd on 2
contimming bnsis for the gresence of Gazardoos
wildlife. I beardous wildife & detected,
corrective  actioms shonld ks implemented
immedintety.

31k AGRICULTURAL CROPS. A ooted
sbove, sirport opersless often promots revenwe-
genepating  activitics 0 supplement an airports
fipancial wiahility., A cofndn conenment uss is
agricuitural crop production.  Such use may creale
prtential hamrds 16 aireraft by atracting wildhifa.
Any prepescd ow-erport egricultural oprations
shonid be reviewed by a wildiils  damage
mamagernent Wolegist.  FAA penemily does not
chject ta agricoitrsl crop preduction oo airports
when: wildlife hosurde are not predisted; the
gutdelings for the aitport areas specified 310
are obperveds aod the agpicultural operaton is
clossly momitored by fhe wiport  operaler or
mmansnr b snaure that hazerdoes wildife ars oot at-
trcted

MOTE: 11 wildiife become: 2 problem due io o
airport agricultmsl operations, FAA recommends
undertaking the romedial actiems  deseribed in
3108

2. Agricuimral  sethvitles  odjoeent 1w
FUnPIYS. To ensere safe, cofficient mcaft
moemations, FAA recommends that po ogricutuml
activities be sonducted in the Ronway Safety Area
(REA), OFA, ard the OFZ {pee AC 150530013

b, A‘Er'll‘.'ﬂ_'l‘mﬂl activities i areas
requiring minimom object clesrances. Regiricting
agcicvltursl cperations fo arexs oatide the RSA,
OFA, OFZ, sod Ropway Visikihty Zose (RVE)
(see AC 150/5300-13) will mommlly prowide the
mirimam objeet cleamnoss nequired by FAAS
airport design stmdords.  FAA recommends that
farming cpermations ot be permitted within arcas
critical to the proper opetation of localizers, ghide
slope indicotors, or other wvismal e elestrons
mvigational aids, Determminations of minimal areas
{heat st he kept free of farming eperilions should
be mads on 8 case-by-case basis,  [f navigational
aids ore presest, famm leases for en-afrport ogri-
sulbura] activitics sheuld be coondinated with FAA's
Aprway Facilites Division, in accomdaose  with
FAL Ordar 673016, Sifimg Critaria for [nttrument
landing Swerteme.

NOTE: Crop resmiction lines cenforming io the
dimensions set forth in Table I will pormally
provide the minitmmm object elearance reqaired by
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FAA nirport design standerds.  The presence of
navigational nids may mogune expansion of the
reatrigtod arsn

& Apricaltural  sctivities  within - an
airport’s appronch areas. The REA, OFA, md
OFZ all exiend  bevond the nmeay shoulder and
o the sppronch mres by vorying dictonces.  Tha
OFA normally extends the farthest and s uswally
the controlling | surface. Howewer, for some
remways, the T38 (e A 150VE300-13,
Appeniix 2} may be more estttelling than the
OFA, The TES way not be penetrated by any
object. The minimuom distances shown in Table 2
are intended fo prevert penemration of the OFA,
OFZ., ar TS5 by crops or Jarm machinery,

NOTE: Threaheld Sitmg standards shewld oot be
comfused with the approach amcas described in
Titho 14, Code of Faderal Regulgbions, Pawt 77,
{14 CFR 7T} yects Affecting  Nervigeble

Alrgpace.

il.  Agricultaral activitios hatwraan
imtersecting ruoways FAA recommends that pe
apriceltural actvities be permitied within the RVE.
If the temxin {t mffietently below the nmwsy
dlevation, some types of oops and squipmeot may
be accepiable.  Spetific deteriminations of what s
permigsible in this orea requires tepographical data,
For example, if fhe tomam within the RYZ & lovel
with the manwsy eods, farm  machinery or creps
moy inerfre with a pilot's  Hne-cf-zight @ the
RVZ

20347 F.OLD
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2 ﬁl‘r‘[l:‘u]il.ll’ll ackivities in  areas
adjacent to txiwa¥2: ond aprong. Farmmg
wetivities sheuld not be permitted within o teivey's
QFA. The cuter pertions of aprons are froquenthy
moed a3 o tocilame and famming operations  showld
ol b permitted within the OFA.  Farmice
operaticns  should  not Be peremmed hetwesn
runways emd parallel toeiaays,

f. Remedial actions for  problematic
wgricultural  activities, H a poblem with
hazardona wildlife develaps, FAA reeommends fhat
a  professienal wildlife demaps memagemesnt
biologist be comtacted and an en-sie inspection be
condacted.  The Toologest showld be requesied o
datermite the source of the hazerdous wildligs
attraction and suggest remedial action,  Regardiess
of the sowres of the altraction, prompt remedial
actieds to protect aviabion safety are recommended
The mmedial actions may rangs from cheosing
anether erap or farming lechnique @ complete
termunntion of the agrioitturml operation

Whetever oh-aitpon! agnicnftuml opersbions e
stopped des to wildife hazards or smomal harvest,
FAs meommends plowing under afl crop residie
amnd harrowing fhe surfoes ores smooth  This will
reduce or eliminste fhe msa’s atractiveness o
foraging wildlife. FAA recommends thar this
Tequirement be weritten woio all ooeaitpert farm tse
contracts and ¢learly underatood by the lemsee,
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SECTION 4, NOTIFICATION OF FAA ABOUT HAZARDOUS WILDLIFE
ATTRACTANTS ON OR NEAR AN AIRTORT.

4-1. GENERAL Avrport  epernters,  land
devalopers, and owners shou'd potify the FAA @
writing of known or regsonably foresceable bemd
wte prasfices om of Bear mirpors that either attract
er may attract havardems wildhife.  This section
dipcatses those notification procedures,

4.2, NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS
FOR WASTE DISPOSAL SITE OPERATIONS,
The Envienmental Proteetion  Ageney  (EPA)
IRGUIES ANY OpErmior PrOpoding 4 now or expended
wasie digposal operation within 5 stenuts miles of a
rutrway end to netify the appropriate FAA Regiona
Airports Division Office amd the airpori operater of
the propossl (40 CFR 258, Criteric for Mumictpal
Sofid Waste Lawdfilly, section 258,10, Airparr
Safery). The EPA also requizes ewmers of operators
of pew menicipal solid waste landfll (MEWLE)
pmits, of lateral expansions of =xisting MSWLF
nmite fhar are Jeexted within 10,000 feet of any
pirpert romwny end veed by turbojet sireraft or
within 5,000 fest of any wrpert runway cmd used
vuly by pistoostype  sircraft, o demomnstrabe
suceessfllly that such omifs are pot hewerde
amreaft

3. Timiog of Metification. When new or
cxpanded MSWLFs are being proposed near
airporis, MESWLE opeTiions shisald nrrhﬁ.’ e
airpert operator and the FAA of this as early as
ponelbls pursannot o A0 CFR Part 258 Adrpont
opermtors should encoumge the MEWLE  opermtons
10 provide Detification ac early & possible.

NOTE: AC 15005000-3 provides information on
theae FAA offiesc

b, Putrescible-Waste FacHithes, In thear
affort to satisfy the EPA  requirement, some
patretcible-waste facility proponents may offer 1o
undertake experimental messwrer o demonstrate
that dyzir propesed facility will not be & bnzard t2
wreraft. To date, the ability to susiuin 2 reduction in
the mumbere of hazadons  wildlife to bevels that ex-
igted before @ pubrescible-weste  landhll began
operating bac not héen suscessfully demonsirated.
For this roason, dsmonstrations of experinentsl
wildbif: conirol meanures  abould not be coodusied
i sctive areraft operations areas,

e, Other Waete Facllitier. To claim sae-
oessfully that a waste handling Facility sited witsin
the separations identfied in the siting oniteria i 1-3

doss not aftrsnt hazardous wildlife and dees net
thresten aviation, the developer must establish
eonvineingly that dbe facility will oot handle
pisressible materiol other than that as ontlined in
3.2 FAA mouests that waste smte  Savelopens
pravide o copy of @ official permit request
verifing thet the  fasility  will et handle
putrescible material other than that as ootimed in
3.1 FAA will ose this information te detenmine iF
the faeility will be o hazard to aviatien.

43, NOTIFYING FAA ABOUT OTHER
WILDLIFE ATTRACTANTS. Whilz L. 5, EPA
repulation: roquire [andfill ewnesx o prowids
notificaticn,  ne  snlar regulations  require
notitying FAA sbont changes in other land wse
practices that cam  crests  harardows  wildlife
Zhimactanis,  Altheugh it §8 oof required by
repulation, FAA requests those propoging lasd uee
changes stch as those discussed in 2-3, 24 and 2-5
to previds similar motice to the FAA a: =arly in the
devclopment process & pessible.  Alrport operators
that become  owars of such  proposed development
in the wieimity of ther aicports shotld also nobify
the FAA.  The potification process gives the FAA
on apportmity to evalmate the effect of o pacfizuler
Tamd 1z chonge on aviation safiety.

The land wes operator of progect propoment may uss
FAA Fotm  T460-1, Nolice of Proposed Con-
Flruefion or Alieration, or atber suftebls documentz
to notify the mpproprate FAA Regiomal Adrpors
Divisdon Office.

It is helpfil iF the notification mcludes o [ Smimats
qadranple mep of the aten identifving the location
of the proposed activity, The land use opeioT or
project proponent shoukd also forward  specific
deteils of the poposed land wse change of
aperational chaogs of eXpadsion, 1o the cose of
tolid waste landfills, fhe wmformatiens  chould
itelade the tvpe of wasie w0 be keodled how ihe
waste will be precessed, md final  disposal
methods,

4.5 FAA REVIEW OF PROPOSED LAND
TSE CHANGES,

2. The FAA duscoumpes the development
of facihties discwssed in seetion I fhat will be
toeased within the 5,000010,000-Faot erteria in 1-3.
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b. For projects whish are lacated ouiside
the 5.000/00,000-foot criems, bal witkin 5 statuie
milcs of the airport’s sincoaft movement aTsas,
Teading rempe, or aweraft parking sreas, FAA may
revigw  dewelopment plang, proposed lamd  use
changes, epstations] chenges, or wethd mitigation
plems to datermine if such changes presest petential
wildlife hazerds to agcrafl cperations.  Sensitive
sirport arenx will ba identified ma  thoss that lic
under or next o appeoach  or departure mrRpass,
Thiz brief sxaminafion shonld be mifcient o
detesmine 1T forfher fvestigation 15 warnoted.

c.  Where further stedy has betn comdoci=d
ty  wildlife domege management biologist o eval-
unde & site’s compatibility with airport operstions,
the FAA will os= the study mosulte to make its
determinatom.

d. FAA will discourege the development
of any excepted st (see Ssction 3) within the
criteria speeified o 1.3 if & study shows fhat the
arss supports hazandous wildlife spoeics.

46 ATRPORT OPERATORS. Adrport
eperators should be sware of proposed land use
ch_u,gc.;, or mofifcotion of cacis:‘lu; land wsss, that
could oreate hazadeus  wihdife altrecants within
the separntions identified in the siting criteria in
13, Paticular attention shonld be given
proposed land use: Rvehang spention or exparsion
of whste wattr troatment Baciliticn, develepment of
wetlnsd  mitigation  siws, or  development o
expansion of dredge spodl eontamment oneas

o ATPfonded  nicparte. FaA
recommetds st operaters of AIP-fimded aivporis,
to the exieat practicabls, oppose offemirport lamd
e changes or mactess (Whthm the separitions
identified in the siting criteria @ 1-3) that may
stteact hazardous wildlife, Failure 16 do 2o could
pracs  the airport  operter  or  sponser  in
nensomphence with spplicabls graot asswmapces.

FAMA recommends against the placement of afrport
develepment  projects  pertaimimg  do mirerofit
movement b the vicleity of hzmrdos wildlife
attrartanis. Anport  operalors,  sponsoss, and
planeers should identify waildlife atractnts md any
associzted wildlife hazards during sy planning
process for new arpart development projecte

b Additional eoarcination.  1f, after the
Jitial revimw by FAA, guestions remain abowt the
exietence of o wildlife hazord near an mrport, the
airpert operetor of spoaser should consalt & wildlife
damape manmagement  biclogist  Such gquestions
may be mgpered by a history of wildlife sirikes at
the simpert or the proximity of the suport fo a
wildkfe refoge, body of water, or sumiler Seature
emvoem o atiract waldbifie.

¢ Spetiplized assistance.  If the services
of a wildlife demage menepement Wolegist are
roquired,  FAA recommends that lamd  pee
developers of the aifpet! opematet comtact the
mppTopTiaE state dieclor of the Unisd States
Department of Agricultute/Amimal Damage Control
(ISDAMADC), or a comemifant specializing o
wildlife dermage manapenent. Telephone numbers
for the respestive USDAJADE stale offices may be
chiajeed by covmcting USDAADCs Cpematkonal
Suppert Seff, 47T River Road, Unit &7,
Riverdale, MDD, FTFT-1234, Telephon:
(301} T3d=7321, Fazx (301) 7345157, The ADC
Helogist or consultnnt should ke roguested o
identify and quantify wildlife commen to the amea
end =vajuate the patential wnldife hazards,

d. Nativing sirmen. [f an existing land
nge practice creates & waldlife hazard, and the land
e practice or wildlife hogard tanoot be immedi-
ataly ehipmimnted, the hirpart epesitar showuld e a
MNemce fo Armen (NOTAM) apd encoursge fhe
lamd owmer or manager to taks steps to coatrel the
wildhife hazard and mindmize further attraction.
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APPENDIX 1. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED IN TEIS ADVISORY CIRCULAR.

1.  GENERAL. This  appendix  provides
defimitione of torms used fhranphout this AC.

n Alreraft movement area. Tha
mnways, xrways, and other aroas of an aiport
which ars used for taxing or hover taxiieg, sir
wvieng, tekeafd, and landing of aireraft mxchusive of
loading tarnpa and virceatt parking oreas,

b, Alrport sperator. The cperator (privese
ar public) or spersor of & public use airport.

c.  Apprench or departire airépace. The
sispace,  within 3 stetule miles of an sirpost,
through which aireraft move during landitp o
snkenfT.

d  Concwrrent mae  Agrenotieal property
nagd for compatible non-amintion purposes while af
the suma tme gserving the primery purpeose for
winch 7 was acquirsd and the wse i3 cheasly bene-
ficial to the pipert.  The conowrent use  shewld
generate revemue te be uped  for anport  purposes
(me  Order  S190.6A, Airport  Complignoe
Requirgments, sect. §h),

e Fly ash. The fne sardulibe residos
resultimg from the complete incioératiom of am
organic fusl source. Fly ash typically results from
the combustion of coal or waste used o opsten: a
powWer generating plant,

f. Hazardens wildlife. Wildlife species that
ame commmonly aspociated with  wakdlfp-nireraft
strite problems, are eapable of causing structural
damage 1o airport facilities, of 0ot a3 astmchnts to
plher wdldhife thet pose a waldlife-miromf strike
hazard.

g. Piston-use airport.  Any aiport that
would  primanly ssrve FIXED-WING, piston-
potvered amcrafl.  Incidental use of the girpert by
nrbins-peweredl, FIXED-WING amerndt would not
affect this designation.  Howewer, such sirernft
shovald not bo based o the aspert,

h. Fuble-use sirpert Any pabliely
owned aiport o & pavat=ly-ownsd airport vsed or
miernted to be wsed for pablic purposes.

i Futrescibly material.  Relting organic
material,

{. Putrescible-waste dispessl operation,
Landfill, garbage damps, wnderwater  wasie
dissharges, or similer facilities where selivities
include processing, butying, storing, of otherwise
disposing of putrescible material, trash, snd refose.

k. Ruenway protection zone (RPEL  An
erea off the runway end to enhance the protecition
of people and property em the growsd [pes
AT ISG3ME13), The dimensions of this zome
vary with the design airerafi, type of operation, and
visibility erimmmim.

L Sewage shedge. The dewwatsred
efflumnt meovlling from  secondary  or  terfieny
tretment of muonicipal sewage andior iedieerisl
wosten, mchodicg sewape shodom as pefereqond in
U5 EPA's Effwsnt Caddelines wnd Swandards,
A} C.F.F. Pann 401.

m. Sheulder. An area adiscent to the sdpe
of paved runwaye, taxiwaye, or sprons providing
transition betwaen the povemert and the adipeont
surface, support for airomft ronmicg off the
pevemenl, enhanced drinege, and blast protection
(pee AC 15005300-13),

n Terbinepewored  sireraft. Adrenafl
pewsted by fisbine engines including turhojets and
thm but exciuding musbo-shaft TolETY-Wing
afteTaft.

o Torbine-nse airpert. Aty airpert tha
ROUTINELY  ssrves FIXED-WING  turbins.
powered aircrafl, :

P Wastewater treatment facifity, Aoy
devices andior systems nsed 1o store, tmeat, recycls,
of reclnm snisipal sewage or liguwid induswial
wastes, including  Publicly Oowned Treatment
Works (PUTW), as defined by Section 217 of fhe
Federal Water Pellatisn Control Act (PL. D2-500)
ns amended by fhe Clean Wakr Act of 1977
(P.L. 85-570) sl the Waber Quality Act of 1087
(P.L. 3d-4p  This definition  iochodss  amy
preqeatnont mvelving the reduaction of fie ameumt
of pollocosts, the sliminatisr of pollutants, or the
alteration of the nature of pellutet proportes m
wastewater prior fo ot in Beo of dischorging or
otherwize Titroducing  such pellutmts jote a
FOTW. (See 40 C.F. R. Section 4033 o), (), &

g
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g Wildlife,  Any wild animal, ischding
withowy limitation any wild mammal, bad, reptile,
fich, ‘amphibisn, molleel, crustscenn, arthrepod,
coslenterate, or othes inveriebrate, includiog soy
part, ([procuct, egg, or  offpring  there  of
i 13]-3..]&.12. Taking, Pospersion,
[rarsporeatipn,  Sale, Purchase,  Barter,
Fapovtation, end [fmpertetion of Fildlie and
Plamer ) 0 Az vsed in this AC, WILDLIFE meludes
fers] odyimmials ard domestic anemals while out of the
owners (14 CFR 1393,
fand  Airparts

ey

r.  Wildlife sftractonts. Any bumaze-made
stroctere, land upe practics, or humao-made ot
natural pocgraphic feafure,  that cam aftrast o
sustain hatardows wildlife within the landmg or
departore aimspace, airomft movement area, Joading
mmps, or airemft parking amas of an airport.
Thess atiractants can inchode bat are not limited 2
architectural featores, lmdscaping, waste disposal
sites, wastewsler teatment facilities, agricubtural or
aquarulters) schivities, Furfios mining, or wetlands,

£ Wildlfe bagard, A potential for a
damaging sircrafl collision with »ildlife on or nesr
an airpart {14 CFR 1393

I RESERVEI.
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which the air carrier, commercial operator, or their representatives offers in advance the
departure Jocation, departure time, and arival Jocation. It does not include any operation
that is conducted as & supplemental eperation under 14 CE.R. Part 119, or iz conducted
25 a public charter aperation under 14 C.F.R. Part 380 (14 CFR. § 119.3).

3 nlid waste means any garbage, or refuse, sludges from a wastewater treatment
:rlam. wsater supplj.r treatment plant, agr%aj: pollution control facility and ?thu djsqa.rded
material, including solid, liquid, semi-solid, or contained gaseous material m;u:luug from
industrial, commersial, mining, and agriculiura] operations, and from community :
activities, but does not include solid or dissolved materials in domestic sewage, or solid
or dissolved materials in irrigation return flows or industrial discharges that are point
sources subjest to permit under 33 U.S.C. § 1342, orsource, special muclear, or by-
product material as defined by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (68 Stat. 923)
(40 C.F.R. § 258.2). ;
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@ Advisory

U.5. Department

of Transportation CirCUIar

Fedaral Aviation
Administration

Subject; CoMSTRUCTION OR ESTABLISEMENT  Dlater August 26, 2000 AC MNo: 150/5200-34
OF LAMDFILLS MEAR PUBLIC AIRPORTS Imitinted by: Aas 300 Change:

1. Purpose. This advisory citcular (AC) confains guidance on complying with new
Federal statutory requirements regarding the construction or establishment of landfills

near public airports.

2. Application. The guidance contained in the AC is provided by the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) for use by persens eongidering the construction or
establistunent of a municipal solid waste landfill (MSWLF) near a public aivport.
Guidance contained hersin should be wsed to comply with recently enacted MSWLF
site limitations contained in 49 US.C. § 44718(d), as amended by section 505 of the
Wendell H. Ford Aviation Investment end Reform Act for the 21 Century, Pub. L,
Mo, 106-181 {April 5, 2004, "Structures interfering with sir commense™ In
accordance with § 44718(d), as amended, these site imitations are not applicabls in

the State of Alaska.

I addition, this AC provides guidance for 2 state aviation agency desiring to petition
the FAA for an exemnption from the requitements of § 44718(d), as amended.

3. Related Reading Materials.

a. AC - 150/5200-33, Hazardous Wildlife Attractions On or Near Airporis, May
-1, 1897,

b, Wildlife Stuikes to Civil Alrcrafi in the United States 1990-1998, FAA
Wildlife Afrerafi Strike Datebase Serfal Report Mumber 5. November 1998,

¢. Reportto Congress: Potential Hazards to Alrcraft by Locating Waste Disposal
Sites in the Vicinity of Airpors, April 1998, DOTIFAAAS/DE-1,

4. Tite 14, Code of Federal Regulation, Part 139, Certification and Operations:

Land Aimporns Serving Certain Air Carriers.

Title 40, Code of Federal Regulation, Part 258, Municipal Solid Waste

Landfill Criteria.

Some of these decuments and additional informetion on wildlife management,
including guidance on landfills, are available on the FAA's Afrports web site ar

www. faa eov/arp/amhome him.
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4. Definitions. Definitions for the specific purpose of this AC arc found in Appendix 1.

5. Backoround. The FAA has the broad zuthority to regulate and develop civil aviation
under the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, 49 10.S.C. § 40101, et. seq., and other Federal
law. Tm section 1220 of the Federal Aviation Reauthorization Aetof 1994, Pub. L. No.
104-264 (October 9, 1998), the Congress added a new provision, sextion id), 1o 4% U.5.C.
§ 44718 1o be enforced by the FAA and placing limitations on the congtruction or
establishment of landfills near public airponts for the purposes of sphaneing aviation
safety. Section 503 of the Wendell H. Eord Aviation Investment and Reform Act for the
215 Century (AIR-21), Pub. L. No, 106-181 {April 5, 2000) has replaced section 1220 of
ihe 1996 Reauthorization Act, 45 1.5.C. § 44718 (d), with new language. Specifically,
the new provision, § 44718(d), as amended, was enacted to further imit the construction
ot establishment of a MEWLF near certain smaller public airports.

Tn #racting this legislation, Congress expressed concern that a MEWLF sited near an
airport poses a potential hazard to aircraft operations because such a waste facility
attracts birds. Statistics support the fact that bird strikes pose a real danger o aircraft.

An estimated §7 percent of the cellisions between wildlife and eivil airerafi occurred on
or near airports when afrcrafl are below 2,000 feet above ground levet (AGL). Collisions
with wildlife at these altimdes are especially danperous as aircraft pilots have minimal
time to recover from such emergencies.

Databases managed by FAA and the United States Air Force show that more than 34,000
civil and military aireraft sustained reported strikes with wildlife from 1990 1o 1999
(28,150 civil strikes and 25,853 military strikez). Detwesn 1990-1999, aircraft-wildlife
strikes involving U, §, ¢ivil aircraft result in over $350 million/yrar worth of aircraft
damage and associated losses and over 460,000 hours/yezr of airerafi down time,

From 1990 te 1999, watarfowl], gulls and raptors were invelved in 7% of the 2,112
reported damaging aircraft-wildlife strikes where the bird was identified. Populations of
Canada geese and many species of gulls and raprors have increased markedly over the
last several years. Further, gulls and Canada geese have adspted to urban and suburban
enviranments and, along with raptors and turkey vultures, are commonly found feeding
or loafing on or near landfills.

In light of increasing bird populations and aircraft operations, the FAA believes locating
landfills in proximity to airports increases the risk of collisions betwesn birds and
sircrafl. To address this coneern, the FAA issusd AC 150/3200-33, Harardous Wildlife
Attraciions O or Near Airporis, to provide airport operators and aviation planners with
guidance on minimizing wildlife attractant. AC 15 0/5200-33 recommends against
locating municipal solid waste landfills within five statute miles of an alrport if the
landfill may cause hazardous wildlife te meve into or through the airport's approach or
departure airspace,

2
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&, General. Using puidance provided in the following sactions, persons
considering construction or establishment of a landfill sheuld first determine if the
proposed facility meets the definition of a new MSWLF (see Appendix 1) Section
44718(d), as amended, applies only to 2 new MSWLF. [t does not apply te the expansion
or modification of an existing MSWLF, and does not apply in the State of Alaska. [fthe
proposed landfill meets the definition of a new MSWLF, its proximity to certain public
airports (meeting the criteria specified in Paragraph 8 below) should be determined. 1f it
is determined that a new MSWLF would be located within six miles of such a public
airport, then either the MSWLF should be planned for an altemate location more than

& miles firom the nirpert, or the MSWLF proponent should request the appropriate State
aviation agency 1o fils a petition for an exempiion from the statutery restriction.

In additien to the reguirements of § 44718(d), existing land fill restrictions contained in
AC 150/5200-33, Hazardows Wildlife Attractions On or Mear Airpores (se= Paragraph 5,
Background) also may be applicable. Airport operators that have secepted Federal funds
have obligations under Faderal grant assurances 1o operate their facilities in safe manner
and must comply with standards preseribed in advisery cireulars, including landfill site

limitations conrained in AC [530/5200-33,

7. Landfills Covered by the Statute. The limitations of § 4471 8(d), as amended,
only apply to a new MSWLF (constructed or established after April 5, 2000). The
statutery limitations are not applicable where construction or establishment of a MSWLF
began on or before April 5, 2000, or to an existing MSWLF (received putrescible waste
on or before April §, 2000). Further, an existing MSWLF that is expanded or modified
after April 5, 2000, would not be hald 1o the limitations of § 44718(d), as amended.

#. Adrports Covered by the Statute. The statutory limitations restricting the
iocation of a new MSWLF mear an aivport apply o only those airports that ars recipients
of Federal grants (under the Airport and Afrway [mprovement Act of 1982, as amended,
49 1.5,C. § 47101, et peg.) and to these that primarily serve general aviation aircraft and
schaduled air earrier opemtions using aireraft with less than 60 passenger seats,

While the FAA dnes not classify airports precisely in this manner, the FAA does
categorize airports by the type of aircraft operations served and number of amual
passenger enplanements. In particular, the FAA categorizes public airports that serve air
carrier operations, These airports are known as commercial service airparts, and receive
scheduled passenger service and have 2,500 or mors enplaned passengers per year.

One sub-category of commereial servies airports, nonhub primary aitperts, closely
matches the statute requirement, Nonhuob primery airports are defined as eommercial
service airports that enplane less than 005 percent of all commercial passenger
cnplanemerts (0,05 percent equated to 328,344 eaplanements in 1998) bul mors than
10,000 annual enplanements. While these enplanements consist of both large and small
air earrier operations, most are conducted in aircraft with less than 60 seats. These
airports lso are heavily used by general aviation aireraft, with an average of 81 based

afrcraft per nonbub primary airport,
3
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in addition, the FAA categorizes airports that enplane 2,500 w 10,000 passengers
annually as non-primary commercial service airports, and those airports that enplane
2,500 or less passengers annually as general aviation airperts. Both types of alrports are
mainly uged by general avistion but in some instances, they have annual enplanements
that congist of scheduled air carrier operations conducted in aircrafl with less than 60
seats. Of the non-primary sommercial service airperts and general aviation airports, only
thiose that have seheduled air earrier operations conducted in aircraft with less than 60
s=ate would be covered by the statute. The statute does not apply to those airperts that
serve only general aviation aircraft operations.

To comply with the intent of the statute, the FAA has identified those airports classified
a5 nonhub primary, non-primary commercial service and general aviation airports that

1. Are recipients of Federal grant under 49 ULS.C. § 47101, et s2q,

1, Are under control of a public agency;

1. Serve some seheduled air carrier vperations conducted in aircraft with less
than 60 scats; end

4. Have fotal annual enplanements consisting of at least 51% of scheduled air
earrier enplanements conducted in aircraft with less then 60 passenper
seats.

Persons considering construction or establishment of 2 new M3WLEF should contact the
FAA to determine if an airport within six statute milkes of the new MEWLF meets thess
criteria (see paragraph 11 below for information on comacting the FAA). Ifthe FAA
determities the aitpert does meet these criteria, then § 44718(d), as amended, is
applicable,

An in-depth explanation of how the FAA collests and categorizes airport data is available
in the FAA s National Plan of Integrated Adrport Systems (INPIAS). This report and a list
of airports classified as nonhub primary, non-primary commersial service and general
aviation airports (and associated enplensment data) are available on the FAA's Alrports
weh gite at hitp-/feao fan

0. Separation distance measurements. Section 44718(d), a5 amended, requires a
minimum separation distance of six statute miles between a new MSWLF and a public
airport. In determining this distance separation, measwrements should be made from the
closest point of the airport property boundary to the closest point of the MSWLF property
boundary, Measurements can be made from a perimeter fence if the fence is co-located,
ar within close proximity to, property beandaries. It is the sesponsibility of the new
MSWLF proponent to determine the separation distance,

10, Exemption Process, Under § 44T18(d}, as amended, the FAA Administrator
may approve an exemption from the statute’s landfill location limitations. Section
44718(d). as amended, permits the aviation agency of the gtate in which the airport i5
located 1 Teguest such an exemptien from the FAA Administrator, Any person desiring
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such an exemption should contact the sviation ageney in the state in which the affected
airport is located. A list of state aviation agencies and contact information is available at
the Mational Association of State Aviation Officials (NASAD) web site at

www, pasao.ore or by calling WASAC at (301) 538-1286.

A slate aviation agency that desires to petition the FAA for an exemption should notify
the Regional Airports Division Manager, in writing, at least 60 days pricr to the
egtablishment or constrzction of a MSWLF. The petition shonld explain the nature and
extent of relief sought, and contain information, documentation, views, or arguments that
demmonstrate that an exempiion from the statute would net have an adverse impact on
aviation safely. Information om contacting FAA Regional Airports Division Managers
can be found on the FAA"s web site at www fan pow.

After considering all relevant material presented, the Repional Airports Division
Manager will notify the state agency within 30 days whether the request for exemption
has baen approved or denied. The FAA may approve & request for an exemption if it is
determined that such an exemption would have no adverse impact on aviation safety,

11.  Information. For further information, plaage contact the FAA s Office of Airpont
Safety and Standards, Aimpon Safety and Centification Branch, at (300) §42-8736, Ext.
73085 or via email at WebmasterARP@E e gov. Any information, decuments and
reports that are available on the FAA web site also can be obtained by calling the toll-free
telephone number listed above,

DAVID L. BENNETT
Dirzctor, Office of Airport Safcty and Stendards
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LETTER P:

Response p-1

Response P-2

Response P-3

SANDY HESNARD, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Land use designations under the Proposed Land Use Diagram, Existing Martis
Valley General Plan Land Use Map, Alternative 1 Land Use Map and Alternative
2 Land Use Map around the Truckee Tahoe Airport are generally consistent with
the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) for the airport. However, the Draft EIR
acknowledges that subsequent development in the Plan area could result in
specific land uses that may result in obstructions in the airspace in conflict with
Part 77 of the Federal Aviation Administration Regulations as well as be
potentially exposed to excessive noise levels from the airport (Draft EIR pages
4.3-19 through -21 and 4.5-30 through -32). Proposed policies, implementation
programs and mitigation measures are identified to mitigate these potential
impacts to less than significant as well as ensures compliance with applicable
standards. It is acknowledged that the County is required to submit the Martis
Valley Community Plan to the Foothill Airport Land Use Commission pursuant to
Public Resources Code Section 21676.

The proposed Martis Valley Community Plan does not propose land uses or
designations adjacent to the airport that would promote the development of
landfills, wastewater treatment facilities, surface mining, or the creation of
wetlands.

Comment noted. The commentor is referred to Response to Comment P-1.
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STATE OF CALIFORNMIA—BLSM{ESS, TR 5
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 3, 5ACRAMENTO AREA OFFICE
Venture Oaks -M3 15

FHONE (318) 274-DE3E
FAX (916) 274-0648
TTY {530} 741-4508

DIPLAGOZT PLANNING DEPT.
SCH 2001072050

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
Revized Draft Environmental Impact Report
D3PLAOED

Msa. Loni Lawrence

Placer County Planning Department
11414 B Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Msz. Lawrence:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Martis Valley Community Plan
Update. These comments are in addition to the comments in our letters dated July
23, 2002 and Avgust 19, 2002 (copies enclosed), which are still valid. Our
comnents are as follows:

* We have not received a response to our comments or a revised traffic analysis
Comments cannot be made on the revized level of service (LOS) summaries until
we raceive and review a revised analysis.

* Since our prior letters, it has come to our attention that recent legislation was
passed regarding mitigation monitoring measures. Assembly Bill (AB) 1807
amended the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Public
Resources Code Sections 21081.4, 21081.6 and 21081.7, and mandates that lead
agencies under CEQA provide the California Department of Transportation with
information en transportation related mitigation monitoring measures for
projects that ave of statewide, regional, or area wide significance. The enclosed
“Guidelines for Submitting Transportation Information from a Reporting or
Menitoring Program to the Department of Transportation”™ (MM Submittal
Guidelines) discuss the scope, purpose and legal requirements for mitigation
menitoring reporting and submittal, specify the generic content for reports, and

“Caltrans emprovss mebility across California™
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explain procedures for the timing, certification and submittal of the required

reports. This project under review has impacts that are of regional or area wide Q-3
significance, Therefore, the enclosed Mitigation Menitoring Certification

Cheelelist form should be completed and submitted to our office when the

mitigation measures are approved, and again when they are completed,

If rou have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Cathy Chapin
at (916) 274-0640,

Sincercly,

T

JEFFREY PULVERMAN, Chief
Office of Begional Planning

Enclosures

CC: State Clearinghouse
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DISTRICT 2, SACRAMENTO AREA OFFICE
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Martis Valley Community Update
Draft Environmental Impact Report
03PLAOSS

Ms. Lori Lawrence

Placer County Planning Department
11414 B Avenus

Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Ms, Lawrenes:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Martis Valley Community
Update. Our eomments are as follows:

» The Community Plan is not specific as to site development proposals, nor outline
areas where trees will be impacted at this level of study. Landscape buffers,
building setbacks and road alignments should allow for the maximum
preservation of existing trees. Enhaneing or maintaining open Epace,
commercial, residential and recreation areas with trees ensures that the
readside experience will continue for users and motorists while enjoying scenic
features within the Martis Valley,

* The proposed Community Plan Update for Martiz Valley, in and of itself has no
adverse hydrologic/hydraulic impact to the State's highway right of way or to
Caltrans highway drainage facilities. However, policy set forth in the plan for
dealing with surface water (stormwater) runoff and drainags facilities will
establish the basis from which future projects governed by the plan will be
designed and constructed. The cumulative effects of development on surface
water runoff discharge from the peak (100-year) storm event up gradient of any
erossing of a river, stream or drainage water course can have a significant
adverse impact within the State's highway right of way and the Caltrans
drainage or bridge facility. These cumulative impacts should be minimized
through project drainage mitigation measures on a project hy project basis,

“Celirras improves mobility seross Coalifernia™
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¢ For projects within the Martis Valley Community Plan area, runeff that will
enter the State’s highway right of way and/or Caltrans drainage facilities,
whether discharged directly or indirectly, must meet all RWQCB water quality
standards prior to entering the State’s highway right of way or Caltrans
drainage facilities. The developer is responsible for insuring that runoff from
the site meets these clean water standards (i.e,, is free of 0ils, greases, metals,
sands, sediment, ete.). This may be accomplished through the implementation of
appropriate stormwater quality Best Management Practices (BMPs) (i.e.,
oil/water separators, clarifiers, infiltration systems, ete) as applicable. Once
installed, these systemns must be properly maintained by the property owner.

* No net increase to the surface water (stormwater) peak runoff discharge (100
year storm event) may be realized within the State's highway right of way and
Caltrans drainage facilities as a result of the completion of the project, The
developer is responsible for ensuring that stormwater runoff discharge from the
project site that will enter the State's right of way andfor Caltrans drainege
facilities, whether discharged directly or indirectly, does not increase peak flows
within the State’s highway right of way or the Caltrans drainage facility. This
may be accomplished through the implementation of stormwater management
BMPs (i.e., detention/retention ponds or basins, sub-surface galleries, on-site
storage and/or infiltration ditches, ste.) as applicable. Once installed, these
systems must be properly maintained by the property owner.

* The proponent/developer must perpetuate, maintain or improve existing
drainage patterns and/or facilities affected by the proposed development/project
to the satisfaction of the State and Caltrans. This inchades, but i not limited to,
altering stormwater pathways and storage areas, whether engingered or
naturally ecourring. Altering existing drainage patterns and/or facilities
without proper mitigation may lead to adverse drainage impacts to State
highway farilities or to other local public or private properties. The
proponent/developer may be held liable for future damages caused by diverted or
increased drainage flows determined to be the result of the proposed
development/project that were not properly mitigated for.

* Nodetailed drainage plans, drawings or calculations were received with the
IGR-CEQA project package. Likewize, no hydrologie/hydraulic study or report
was received with the package. In order to adequately evaluate project impacts
upen the State's right of way and Caltrans drainage facilities, the
aforementioned documents are required. Please request these documents fram
the project proponent and send them to 1D-3 Hydraulics in Marysville for review
prior to final project approval.

* Plans submitted with the IGR-CEQA package did not show tha “pre-
construction” covernge quantities for buildings, streets, parking, etc. and, no
“post-construction” coverage quantities were provided.
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Mz, Lort Lawrence
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s The cumulative effects of development within the project area will result in a
significant increase to the impervious surface area while greatly decreasing
available area for runoff detention and infiltration. Close attention should be
paid to these cumulative effects to aveid over development of the basin

Flease provide Caltrans with a copy of any further actions regarding this project, If
you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Cathy Chapin at
(916) 274-0640.

Sincerely,

Origing! signed by

JEFFREY PULVERMAN, Chief

Office of Ragional Planning

CC: Katie Shulte Joung
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SCH 2001072050

Martis Valley Community Update
Draft Environmental Impact Report
03PLAORS

Me. Lori Lawrence

Flacer County Planning Department
11414 B Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603
Dear Ms. Lawrance:

Thank you for the epportunity to comment on the Martis Valley Community
Update. These comments are in addition to our previous letter dated July 23, 2002
(enclosed). Our comments are as follows:

* The Level of Service (LOS) standard that was used for two-lane highway
segments is not appropriate. Page 4.4-21 refers to a Placer County standard of
25,000 ADT as capacity. Although SR 267 is relatively flat between Northstar
and Truckee, that amount of traffic only operates acceptabl v on two lanes
highways with typical commuter peaks. In this area, the racreational peaks will
continue to be the busiest times, and they are a much greater percentzage of the
ADT than typical commuter peaks. The roadway segments should be analyzed
bazed on peak hour volumes, not ADT's. In addition, the long grade on the
Bypass alignment must be taken into consideration. From the fature volumes
that are presented in this report, for all of the land use alternatives, it still
appears to be necessary to plan for four through lanes on SR 267, from 1-80 to
Northstar Drive.

* The traffic projections indicate that the Soaring Way extension to the SR 267/
Brockway Read intersection was not assumed. This exteasion would be g very
popular way to get to the airport area, appears to be relatively easy to construct,
and should ba assumed to be in place befors the Year 2021,

“Calfroas improvey mobitity soros Colifenis”
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* It should be noted that left turn movements will be allowed from the existing
easthound off-ramp to the existing SR 267, after the Bypass is completed. This
left turn movement was assumed to be prohibited in previous traffie studies in
this area.

= At the future SR 267 intersection with the 1-80 westbound ramps, the plan is to
build & loop en-ramp in the future, Thiz would eliminate for dual left turn lanes
to the westbound on-ramp, as recommended in this report.

+ Atthe SR 267/ Brockway Road and the SR 267/ Airport Road intersections, this
report recommends the construction of free right turn lanes. Providing dual right
turn lanes, instead of free right turn Janes, should be considered as another
alternative.

« At the SR 267/ Northstar Drive intersection, it appears to be necessary to plan
for two through lanes in each direction on the highway, This alternative should
be analyzed and the minimum lengths of each lane should be estimated.

= At the SR 267/ SR 28 intersection, this report recommends a free right turn lane
from SR 28 1o SR 267. Free right tumns are usually not practical in developed
areas such as this, but a right turn lane on SR 28 does appear to be necessary.
Froviding dual left turn lanes on the north leg of this intersection should alse be

considared.
Please provide Caltrans with a copy of any further actions regarding this project. If

you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Cathy Chapin at
(916) 274-0640,

Sincerely,

Original signed by

JEFFREY PULVERMAN, Chief
(Mfice of Regional Planmmg

Enclosure

CC: Katie Schulte Joung
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Galifornia Department of Transportation_ (Depurtment)

GUIDELINES FOR SUBMITTING TRANSPORTATION
INFORMATION FROM A REPORTING OR MONITORING
PROGRAM TO THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF

TRANSPORTATION (DEPARTMENT) . i

INTRODUCTION  The Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended on
Janvary 1, 2001, by Assembly Bill (AB) 1807, added a mew
%ﬁﬁm to Section 210804 of the Public Resourees Code
The provigion requires lesd ageneies to submit Notices of
FPreparation (MOPs) 1o the Govemor's Office of Flanming and
Research when they determine that an environmentsl impact report
wiill be required to approve o projest. e
The new law also amended FRC Section 2I0BLT, which mow

e i requires that “ransportation information resulting fromareporting
or manitoring program adopied by o public agency” be submitted
mmmpqmwhmapmhthasimpmmmmnfm
regional, or area-wide significance.

Mitigation reporting or monitering programs are tequired under
PRC Section 21081.6 when public ngencies inclede environmental
impact mitigation &2 2 condition of project approval. Reportitigor
ﬂ‘uwpmj mmmwﬁ th = i ot
ect in with mitigation imposed d “the
CEQA review process. o
hadiﬁmmmwimmmlimmmlmmm
ﬁmmmgﬁmﬁrwﬁm agencles 1o submit their
reporting or menitaring programs.  Subject to these requirsments,
the following guidelines have been adopted by the Department

mf“ _ The purpose of these guidelines is to establish clear ahd comsistent
THE statewide procedures for public agencies to tubmit wensportation =
GUIDELINES mitigation reporting or monitoring fnformation to the
Thjnmh:madhybi:hiﬂhwpummlw}n{mm
Program Coordinators for identifying the scope and timing of
WWH mmmﬁm“*ww‘im
of contact” for tran of reparting or monitoring information
from the lead agency to the Department.
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Mitigation Monitoring Guidelines
Febroary 10, 2003 '
Page ieoR : o
' PROCEDURES  The following procedures are intended for use by Disirict IGR
_Program Manegers and ' Coondinators in directing Jocal lead
agencies 1o comply with PRC Section 210817,
', A. "The Distriet IGR Cbordintor' will notify the CEQA. lead
o egency im writing about tansponation reporting or monitoring oo
submitial requirements in PRC Section 210817 during cither
“early consultation”, the Notice of Preparation (NOP) stage,
wﬁ:hﬂﬁﬂmﬂﬁlmwﬂmmanﬂewm :

B. Detailed procethares for the CEQA lead agency to submit
. 'ransportation reporting. or menitoring information to the
_ district should be attached to the district’s notification letter,
The submittal shall contain the following information:

1. The name, address, and telephone number of the CEQA
R e R lead agency contact who is responsible for the mitigation
reporting or monitoring program (see PRC Section

21081.6{a][1]).

material, which constitute the record of proceedings upon .
which the lead sgency’s decision is based (see PRC
Section 21081.6{a)[2]).

| 3. Assurances from the CEQA lead apemcy that the
L e Department can obtsin copies of the aferementioned
mmw:mﬂ%mammw
resolve issues re to the mitigation adopted FRC
Section 21081.7), .

4. Detailed information on impact assessment methodologies,

the rype of mitigation, specific location, and

implementation schedule for each transportation impact

mﬂpﬁmmmmlwedinuwmpmﬁuwmﬂng

program (see FRC Section 21081L6[b1). The CEQA lead

i agency, at its discretion, may submit the comples
=t = reporting  or ~monitoring program with the requiped ———————

| 5. A cenification section which will be signed and dated by

| ﬂn:CFQAhudmmymu:sz-mmurﬂrﬁngtn
the mitigation measnres agreed upon and identified in the
shove checklist have been implemented, and all other
reporting  requirements  have besm  adhered to, in
sccordance with PRC Sections 21081.6 and 21081 7.

Placer County

Martis Valley Community Plan Update
May 2003

Final Environmental Impact Report
3.0-242



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

=
@
o=
i
=
o
]
o
¥
s

(53
<

MARY.O2TEOND 14

Mitigation Monitoring Guidelines
PFebruary 10, 2003
Page d

C. When the project involves encroochment omto a state.
highway, the cenification section will be signed by the
District Permit. Engineer. The District Permit Engineer will
Tetam one copy of the mitigation rcporting or menitoring
information for the district permit files, and forward the
Distriet IOR Coordinator will forward a copy w0 the
Department’s IGR Program Manager, '

D. When the project does not involve encroachment onto a state
highway, the cerification section will be signed by the
District IGR Coordinator. The District IGR Coordinator will
retsin the eriginal document and forward & copy 1o the
Department's I1GR, Program Manager.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update

Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report

May 2003
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CEQA LEAD AGENCY CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST FORM *-
FOR SI.EM'ITAL:_ OF TRANSPORTATI QN I'_lEII'l'I GATION MONITORING REPORTS

Froject Name: N

Lead Agency and State Clearinghouse (SCH) File #5:
Findings & Approval Dates & Docoment Types:.

Lesd Agency Contact (Name, Title, Agency, ﬁddlj’es; & 'I’hnnn]_:

Project Proponent (Name, Title, Company, Address & Phone):

Por each :pedﬂc

L Uil

Transportation Related Mifigation Measure associated with this Project,
0 _ITETN UOEC 14} mnterials: .

Location/Custodian Of CEQA Documents, Proceedings, Records
Deseription Of How Te Obtain Coples Of Above Documents

-— Mitigation Measure Name & Identifying Number

Caltrans Encreachment Permit Number (if one was needed)

Copy of Other Agency Permits required for this Measure (if needed)

Location Description &-Vieinity Map 4 e
Location of Impacted State Highway Component (County, Route, Postmile)
Detniled Description of Measure & its Forpose (attach blueprints if necessary)
Implementstion Schedule & Progress Reports
Completion Criteria (including detailed performance objectives)

Completion Evaluation (including field inspection reports)

Estimated Menetary Value of Completed Measure & %% Local Agency Funded
Photograph of Completed Measure Attached _

Responsible Contractor (Name, Company, Address & Phone)

We certify that these agreed upon mifigation measures have been implemerted, artd all other
requirements have been adhered to, in accordance with PRC Sections 21081.6 amd 21081.7.

“This Certification Checklist form Is to be used by public agencies t sabmit thelt mitigatien reporting or
menitoring programs to the California Department of Transporistion (Department) when & CEQA. project has
been feund bo have transportation or circolation impacts that sre of statewlde, reglonal, or area-wide
significance. Coples of this form, 20d the Department Guidelines developed pursnant to PRC Section 21081.7,
A be downlonded from the Colirans website (hitpufwere.dat.cagevihafipp/publications_ressurces him).
Completed fotind with sttached materials may be post-mailed, e-mailed or faxed to the sppropriste Depnty
Distriet Direetor for Planning, Attention: Intergovernmental Review (IGR) Coordinster.  [Form Version

DIOSI043)
Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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Signature 1

& Date:

Name: s

Title: ' ' '

CEQA Lead Ageney Californis Department af Transpertation
¥ 4
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LETTER Q: JEFFREY PULVERMAN, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Response Q-1 Comment noted. The commentor is referred to responses to Comment Letter B
and E.

Response Q-2 Comment noted. The commentor is referred to responses to Comment Letter E.

Response Q-3 The County is aware of the requirements of AB 1807 and will submit the final
mitigation monitoring and reporting program once it is completed. A draft of
the mitigation monitoring and reporting program was provided in Section 8.0
(Draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program) of the Draft EIR.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
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; @ California Regional Water Quality Control Beard

Winston H. Hickex Lahontan Region
Socretary far — Gray Davis
Enviransgara 2900 Laket Tahoe Boulevare, South Lakee Tihoe, Califomia 6150 Gerverrior
R Fhone .;5152 $42.3400 = FAX (530) 3ae-21T1
iermets hiirpteeee svmeh en pevlrechd

MEMORANDUM

TO: Gregonia Garcia

State Clearinghouse E @ E ﬂ [!? E
i

M(’ %f’/ MAY 0 1 7003
FROM: Seott C. Ferguson, FXE

Chief, Truckee Watershed Unit PLANNING DEpT-
DATE: April 28, 2003

SUBJECT: COMMENTS REGARDING THE REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REFORT gﬂm FOR THE MARTIS VALLEY COMMUNITY
FLAN UPDATE, SCH NO. 2001072050

Regional Board staff reviewed the revised DEIR for the Martis Valley Community Plan Update
{Community Plan). The proposed Martis Valley Community Flan (Communi le? would
update the existing Placer County portion of the Martis Valley General Flan (General Plan,
originally adopted in 1974), The Community Plan is intended to address new environmental and
land use issues in the area, and to bring the General Plan into consistency with the 1994 Placer
County General Plan, The project area ("Flan Area™) is the Placer County portion of Martis
Valley, ap :u‘matelg 335 square miles generally bounded by the P evada County lime to
the north, Highway §9 to the west, the Lake Tahoe Basin boundary to the south and the
Californin™Mevada state line to the east. Regional Board staff provided comments to the DEIR
om August 19, 2002 (see enclosed comment letter). Thoss comments stil] apply to the proposed
Community Plan, including the revised section of the DEIR.

The revised DETR. for the Community Plan was prepared and circulated by Placer Comnty to
include an expanded analysis of the Community Plan alternatives and to provide consideration Rei
for a newly-identified alternative (Jowest intensity aliemative). The alternatives are addressed in =
Section 6.0 of the DEIR, and it is just Section 6.0 that was revised and re-cireulated for public
comment. It is Regional Board staff's understanding that cormments previcusly submitted
(August 19, 2002 letter) for the remaining pertion of the DEIR will be addressed prior o
adoption of 2 final environmental document for the Community Plan. In addition to the
commenis contained in staff's August 19, 2002 letter that also apply to the revised Section 6.0,
we have the follewing additional comments for the revised portion of the DEIR:

1. The expanded alternative analysis appears to have been made without first sddressing
Drevious comments on the critcria to be used in such evalvations. For exampie, we
previously commented that the final EIR should include clearly defined Standards of R-2
Significance or Water Quality to suppont the DEIR's conclusion that water quality impacts
can be mitigated 1o a less than significant level under the proposed Community Plan, We
also commented on potential water quality impects from chermeal/pesticide use, gronnd
water availability, ground water use and associated potential adverse impacts on surface

California Environmental Protection Agency

Theenerpy challenge fzing California is real Every Californian nosds 1 tike immnediste setion o reduce enrrgy cansumptinn. Far a It
of clmple wiy's yow can reduce domand dodd oot your eeergy o5ty see our Webetite ot ey e T sy

Resyeiod Prper

4
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Cregonia Garcia o 8

wvaters, potential continued degradation of Clean W ; ;

podies, asimilation capabilites of adtionsl reaied estoware R st water
P ace waters, and failure of the DEIR to demonstrate fuure ueat within the area
oard Basin Plan prohibitiens. compliance with Regional
R-2

Action Needed: Placer Coum should ad

ed eguately addr 10T Comm GO,
DfEm with respect to how an altemnative is 1o be e{'amat{s? Pr?u?t: ﬂm:n[s e o l:ha

ol competing project alternatives, , - PR thigiacts

t
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g
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B
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:
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:
=
4
g

. most environmentally protective altermative to the )
&Eixdﬂmnt?ﬁ that the “Lowest Intensity A]mﬁvunwﬂmmtﬁ!i:?f!““;ﬂ m The revised
direction given b 1 b crial and sy not be considered in conformance wit .-

eting T e Placer County Board of Supervisors that no major EI'W]::'S llﬂt'-r:= made 1 B3

;i 0

Missing from the analysis discussion is an aJ i i

existing land uses while at the same time rndmagn;f :;:::?‘!:.:‘ﬁm ma] ﬂfi:mm ]':laining

:Epm:is The foremost method of reducing impacts to watersheds from mmv ol i

funngn:;‘iaﬁ?m Development® (LIDY), the poals ef witich are maitﬂai::iﬁa 1 ds:mlupmﬂtﬂ =
nally eqmvalent to predevelopment hydrologic conditions and mg imizing 1

gencration of nonpoint source palfatants. 1[0 results in fess surf; Mmmm]g iy

routed to recsiving waters. Principles of LID include: 2 A

*  Mainlzining natural draina ths landsc
. E‘:;i"}imiﬁr:?“ﬂwaﬁf rec U];:; " 2pe features 10 slow and filter runoff and

mwmﬂrhlgm 3 iMpenvious cover created by development and the associated transporiation =
* Managing runoff as elose to the source as possible.

LID development practices that would maintain aquat
A anm

mﬁ:}:stn.!.ﬂure requirements and could benefit en?:;-“::nzfrﬁim”‘! also reduce local

and habitat. Many planning tocls exist to implement the i iy uality, open spaee,
fecent reports and manuals provide specific guidance rngardingpz M dmamber of

Action Needed: Regional Beard stafl recomm eloprn
1 m i
Lan}% nnrii::;_ua;t:ed ;é};n;amw discussion shal) :in:]ud::'i :frz %ﬁ%ﬁmﬁ‘.iw T.h::l m} g
;I: iples, itonal resource information may be obtained from the Low Im;p &
Development Center’s website located at warw. lid-stormwater niet. and at :he Cor?;rﬁfor

the New Urbanism’s website located gt WWW chu.org,

Thank you for the op i i
- = QPO W comment on this project

COMMmEnts re is mat Ject. If you have any guestj

38 garding this matter, please contact me af (530) 542-5432 or EZ&ETWE;?;BD;M}

Enclosures:  Repional Board August 19, e
State Cluarjng)mus:g}?nrm S Hhser

California Environmental Protection Agency

The tnergy challenge Faci i T
o Califorsés i real, Dvess Callfarnl -
of simpie ways v tam redure demand s nd n:nnw“ lﬂ:whmhhlm:ahlmruﬂmﬂ LT@“HW o umptien. For a lin
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Craig Woods, Tahoe-Truckes Sanitation Agency
Nevada County Planning Department
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Tony Lashbrook, Town of Truckes Planning Deparument
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CEIV
Lon Lawrencs, Environmental Review Techrician MAY 61 2003
Placer County Plenning Dept.
11414 “B” Avenue PLANNING DEPT.
Aubum, CA 95603

COMMENTS ON MARTIS VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, PLACER COUNTY

The above-referenced drafi Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared b;

1 aft Er 1 ¥ Placer
C:m_m:.r acting as the 'E]alrfnnun Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) lead agency. California
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region (Regional Board) staff has reviewed
the drafl EIR. We thank you for considering our comments, which are as follows,

PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIFTION

The proposed Martis Valley Community Plan {Community Plan) would update the existin

i A 2
Placer County porrumu:rfth: Martis Valley General Plan (General Plan, originally adopted in
1374). The project is intended to address new environmental and land use issues in the area, and
bring the General Plan into consistency with the 1994 Flacer County General Plan,

The project area (“Plan Area”) is the Placer County portion of Martis Valley, a imately

: » APPTOX] 35
square miles penemally bounded by the Placer/Nevada County line 1o the north, Highway 89 to
the west, the Lake Tahoe Basin boundary to the south and the California/Nevada stete line to the
east.

COMMENTS

1. The “Water Quality™ discussion (pp. 4.7-8 through 4.7:11) in Section 4.7.1 (Existi i
&:):.‘:s_nﬂt provide an adequate evaluation of existing surface water quality or the eﬁ:l;:ﬁm
existing development in the Plan Area. Although it states that “Qruality of surface waters is
gmaml!y mr{i{“e‘;n in the upper reaches of the Plan area’s stream network with few
cortaminants and nutrients” (emphesis added), it does not adequately characteri
q_l.'l.:“?.}l' in the lower reaches. The discassion 1:]5 limited to .isme% :m:]fm cﬂliibmﬁmu
Martis Creek and their relationship to grazing activity, potential impacts from the Martis
Fire, and the listing of the Truckee River for sediment impairment on te Clean Water Act

Section 303(d) list. In general, the draft EIR fails to provide a concrete
surface water quality, or of water quality impacts due to existing devel

California Environmental Protection Agency
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Flan Arten. To objectively analyze the potential water quality impacts of the prope
pmjml,_:hc draft EIR should carefully evaluate wailab?c wa?ﬁ qﬁaﬁt}rdﬂa and :;q:;m it
appropriate mm;larqs necessary to prevent degradation and protect beneficial uses, including
water quality ohjeetives contained in the Warer Quality Control Plan Jor the Lahontar
Region (Basin Plan). The final EIR should consider any relevant menitoring data available
such as data for and/or from: receiving waters (including Martis Creek, Martis Creek Lak '
end the Zl:mnkce: River below the confluence with Mariis Creek); golf courses; storm wair;'
munoff, airport operations; road mainicnance; wastewater effluent from the Tahoe-Truckee
Sanitation Agency (TTSA) or other major waste dischargers; eic.

2. The dr=ft E]'R defines “Swndards of Significance,” which are the criteria used 1o evaluate the
potential sigrificance of each type of impact. Standards of Significance for the Hydrology
and Water Quality Section ere defined on p. 4.7-29; however, the draft EIR states (hat the
criteria listed on that page specifically apply 10 evaluation of “hydrologic or flooding
impacts.” Mg criteria are provided for evaluating the significance of water quality impacts
It is therefore unclear what criteria were used 1o support the draft ETR's conclusion that a]].
warer guality impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level inder the proposed
Community Plan. In the sheence of an adequate analvsis of surface water quality and water
quality effects of existing development, it is unclear whether that wes g subjective or
objective conclusion. The Regional Board would consider any demonstrable adverse effect
om beneficial uses, viclation of Basin Plan waier quality objectives, violation of Basin Plan
prohibitions or violation of vher state and federa] water quality standards to be a significam
eﬁaclt. The final ETR should inchude clearly defined Standards of Sigrificance for Water
Cruality reflecting that fact. The final EIR should also base its analysis of significant effects
upon these standards,

3. Inour August 2, 2001 “scoping comments” on the Notice of Preparation for the Communi
Plan, we noted that new residential and commercial develupmmjt: would increase the usumg?
fertilizers, pesticides, and other economic poisons/pollnants within the project ares (see
Seoping Comment #5). We nated that, “the EIR should address impacts from the cumulative
development and if such usage is shown 1o adversely affect ground or surface water quality,
the EIR and the Community Plan should include effective controls to limit such usage, o1
proposed mitigation measures that will ensure compliance with water quality standards,™ We
find, however, that the draft EIR does not adequately analyze the potential for cumulative
impacts from chemical use, doss not review existing monitoring data or other relevant
information to establish whether there could be potentially sigmificant impacts, and doet not
inciude effective controls to limit chemical usage if necessary to assure compliznce with
water quality standards. Mitigation Measure 4.7.2b (p. 4.7-43) does incorporate sethack
requirements (by reference to Placer County Policy 9.00.1) to protect waterway corridors
wetland areas and other sengitive habitats. It also stipulates that “subsequent projects wﬂ,] b
conditioned to prohibit application of fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides within watlerway
corridors and wetland areas.” However, setback requirements and prohibiting direct
chemical application to surface waters may not be sufficient to mitigate impacts. Additional
meesures are needed in the final EIR 10 assure that chemieal nse i minimized and properly
managed. The firal EIR should address public education and development of chemical use
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guidelings. The final EIR should alsn reflect a commitment to monitoring, and describe
comective measures that will be taken if monitoring indicates adverse water goality effects
are developing.

4. Mitigation measure MM 4.7 2c (beginning on p. 4.7-43) is intended to address polentia)
impacts to surface and ground waters from several new golf courses proposed wider the
Community Plan. The mitigation measures rely heavily on a County requirement for
Chemical Application Management Plang (CHAMPs) for future golf courses. However,
CHAMPs alone may be insufficient to minimize water quality impacts. The drafi EIR fails
to establish enforceable guidelines for CHAMP preparation, of 1o define a process for
CHAMP review and approval. Regional Board staff suggests that the final EIR requires tha
CHAMPs include water quality standards, and should provide for enforcement mechanisms
if monitering indicates that those standards are not being met. The final EIR also needs to
identify the CHAMP guidelines and address how implementing them will ensure compliance
with water quality standards,

5. To support the conchsion that impacts from furare golf courses can be mitipated to the Jess
then significant level by the imposition of CHAMPs, the final EIR. shoold analyze sny
available water quality data from extisting golf courses. The final EIR should also cvaluare
the effectivencss of existing CHAMPs within the Plan Area and from other golf courses
located within the Truckee River Watershed. The final EIR should address how the County
will respond if golf course impacts are found to be significant, and shoudd consider requiring
a staped approach 1o new golf course approval. Undera staged approach, an evaluation
perind would be required between construction of new golf courses, 1o evaluate individual
and cumulative impacts of previously constructed golf course, and require appropriate sction
prier to future golf course approvals, If approval of multiple golf courses is 1ot to be staged,
then the finzl Emvironmental Impact Report should take 2 comservative approach 1o
evahuting potential impacts.

6. With regards 1o proposed golf courses, we indicated in o Scoping Comment 44 that
“additional guidelines in the Community Plan should specify criteria to minimize the acreage
of the playing areps requiring chemical nss,” Although Mitigation Measure MM 4.7 2¢ (p-
4.7-43) does state that “landscaped areas shall be restricted to only preens, tees, and
fairways,” the draft EIR fails to discuss enforceable criteria to ensure that such landscaped
areas mmm&mhmmmwm. A commitment to
minimization of chemically-treated arens should be included in the Hnal EIR.

7. Onp. 4.7-55, the draft EIR cites the report Grourd Water Availability in the Martis Valley
Ground Water Basin to estimate that “approximately 24,700 aere faset of proundwater could
be pumped annually without long-term Joss of groundwater storage.® This figure
1o & projected annual water demand o1 buildout of approximaiely 22,000 acre feet, The final
EIR. should discuss what proportion of this surplus ground water is believed to be associated
with the upper and middle/lower aguifers respectively, and should also estimate what
proportion of ground water production is expected for each aquifer at buildout.

Caiifornia Environimental Pritection Agency
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8. The draft EIR concludes “it is anticipated that potential impects to Plan area surface water
features from increased ground water production would be minimal® (p. 4.7-56). This
conclusion is based on the expectation that existing and future preundwater production for
domestic use will mainky wtilize the middle/lower aquifer, rather than the upper acquifer that
presumably supplies surface water featares. Imeraction between the two aquifers is thonght
to be Jimited baszd on evidence (described on pp. 4.7-55 through 4.7-56) of a continueus clay
member that limits ground wates transfer between (he aquifers. Although interaction may be
limited, the drafi EIR nevertheless acknowledges (p. 4.7-55) the assumption “that there iz
some interaction” between the aquifirs. We belicve the evidence reviewed i the draft EIR is
inadequate to determine whether increased ground water demand could impact surface water
features, because the degree of imeraction and extent of the clay barrier are not well defined,

It is not clear whether transmission of water from the upper 1o the middleflower aguifer
through Jeaky zones could potentially increase in response to incressed pumping from the
lower aquifer. Localized effects are possible. Because any effects of increased ground water
demand on surface water features could essentially be irreversible, it is important to take a
comservative approach. Protection of surface waters, including wetlands is imperative 1o
preserve water quality. Wetlands and riparian areas are important for nutrient uptake, fload
conitrol, and wildlife habiiai, which are all beneficial uses of water the Regional Board is
responsible for protecting. Their associated vegetation prevents crosion by holding soil in
place. For the above reasons, the final EIR should meke the finding that ground water usape
impacts to surface waters are “potentinlly significant.™ The final EIR should address the
potential for adverse impects on surface water respurces and what mitigation measures will
be implemented to avoid such significant impacts. The evaluation of the potential for
adverse impacts should also take into consideration direct withdrawals from the upper
aguifer,

9. The Truckee River is listed for sedimentation on the Clean Winer Act Section 303(d) Jist of
impaired water bodies. The Regional Board alse meintaing a “Watch List™ of waters for
which sdditional menitering is recomunended, to determine whether those water badies
should be placed on the Section 303(d) fist in the fiture. Martis Creek is currently on the
Watch List for nutrients (inchuding phosphorus), and the Truckee River is on the Wateh List
for chloride and TDS. Martis Creek Lake is a valusble biological resource and prized wild
trout fishery. Evidence indicates that water quality in Martis Creek Lake may be seriousty
declining. We find that the drafi EIR. does not properly address whether development
proposed under the Community Plan may further impact these water bodies.

11 In our Seoping Comment #2, we noted that TTSA is highly dependent on flows and existing
water gquality in Mariis Creek and the Truckee River 1o assimilate discharges from its
wastewater treatment facility. We indicated that the EIR should addeess potential impacts on
flows and water quality within Martis Creek and the Truckee River associated with proposed
development under the Community Plan, and how this could affest TTSA s ahility to
assimilate discharges and meet its permit conditions. Such an analysis is notably lacking in
the drafi EIR. The draft EIR concludes (p. 4.7-56) that, “Groundwater discharge reductions
to the Truckee River [due to increased pround watsr demand from development] would be
offset by increased discharges of appros. 11,000 scre-feet annually from the Tahoe-Truckee
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Sunitation Agency’s plam expansion as well as improved timing and magnitude of seasonal
river flows and enhanced flows for consumptive, environmental and fishery uses associated
with the implementation of TROA.” However, reduced ground water discharge 1o the
‘Truckee River would be only partially offset because some water will be lost due 10
evapotranspiration of ground water pumped and vsed for irrigation (landscaping, polf
courses, etc.). Furthermore, the draft EIR acknowledges (p. 4.7-38) that “subsequent
development under the Proposed Land Use Diagram would . . . add to wastewater effluent
discharges 10 the Truckes River by the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency Water Reclamation
Plant,™ Possible combined effects of proumd water discharge reductions and increased
treatment plant effluent on discharges on Trockee River and Martis Creek water quality
should be thoroughly addressed in the EIR. However, the draft EIR simply offers thal ™.,
the environmental effects of Water Reclamation Plant expansion has been addressed in the
Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency Water Reclametion Flant Expansion Project EIR .. " The
Martis Valley Community Plan Updatz EIR needs to summarize the findings of the TTSA
Plant Expansion EIR, quantify the expected increase in treatment plant effluent and polhutant
load, and propery analyze whether the additional effluent can be assimilated in the Truckes
River and Martis Creek. This assessment should include the potential increases in nutrients,
TDE, and chlorides associated with the proposed development idertified in the eormunity

plan,

- The Lahontan Region Basin Plan contains waste discharge prohibitions for the Truckee River

Hydrologic Unit. These prohibitions inchude: prohibitions against discharge of waste to
surface walers; apainst individual domestic wastewater facilities such as septic tank-
leachfield systems; and against the discharge of waste materials (incloding earthen materials
such as soil, silt, clay, sand, ete.) within the 100-year flood plain of the Truckee River or ite
tributaries. The drafi EIR recognizes (on p. 4.7-21) the 100-yeor flood plain prokibition, but
dees not indicate how that prohibition will be complied with. County Policy 9.D.1 (cited on
p. 4.7-46) provides for “habitat buffers™ measured from the centerline of streams or edges of
“eemsitive habitets” However, the final EIR should deseribe how distarbance and waste
discharges within the 100 vear flood plain will be prevented. The draft EIR aleo fails ta
acknowledge the Basin Plan's septic tank prohibitions and prohibitions against discharge to
surface waters (including isolated surface waters such as small ponds and wetlands that do
not have a surface hydranlic connection to tributarice of the Trockes River or to the river
tself), These prohibitions should be acknowledged, end a discussion incloded regarding how
compliance will be achieved. Violation of these prohibitions is a significant impact per
CEQA Guidelines. It should be pointed cut that differences in County and Regional Board
Eface and flood plain regulations have led to violations of Regional Board probsbitions in
past,

- Allowing future installation of individual wastewater tréatment/disposal systems could place

ground and surface water quality in jeopardy. Wastewater is a source of nutrients, TDS, and
pathopens. As discussed earlier, the Truckee River is on a waich list for TDS and Martis
Creek for nutrients. TTSA operates a tertiary-level wasiewaler treatment facility capable of
removing nutrients. Failure 1o provide the leve! of nutrient treatment TTSA provides may
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result in adverse water quality impacts. Regional Board siaff strongly encourage connection
to & community sewer collection system that transports wastewater to the TTSA facility.

13. Proposed development under the propesed Community Plan update (including widening
portons of Highway 267 to four lanes) would imvolve significant expansion of the road
network. As acknowledged on p. 4.7-37 of the draft EIR, direct surface water quality
impacts could ooour from increased road mainienance (snow removal activities, application
of sand/salt to roadways). Salt is a major water quality issue in the Truckes River watershed
a5 is sedimentation. The final EIR should quantify the expected increase in road
maimenance, and describe effective control measures to mitigate any effects to the less than
significant level. Please be aware that Regional Board staff considers any increase in
sediment loading 1o the Truckee River or its tributaries to be a significant effect given the
impaired nanwe of the river due to excessive sedimentation that is already ocourring.

14. The draft EIR acknowledges (p. 4.7-63) that: “Subsequent development under the Proposed
Land Use Diagram would be located outside of the designated 100-year floodplain . . .
however, this land use map option would result in the substantial development of
approximately 4,300 acres of the Plan area, which would increase impervious surfaces and
would alter drinage conditions and rates.” In order 10 ascertain potential envirenmental
impacts, some effort is still needed in the final EIR to quantify those effects. County Policies
6E.7 (p. 4.7-64) and 6.E.10 {p. 4.7-65) require, respectively, that mitigation be
mto new develepments o offsel incresses in storm water peak flows andior volume, and tha:
projects allocate Jand as necessary to detain post-project flows. Those policies can be
effective in mitigating effects of increased impervious surface area. However, the final EIR
should specify the objective of the policy (e.g., “the level of mitipstion required shall be
adequate 1o assure that stormwater peak flows and volume do not excerd pre-project levels™).

The policies and final EIR should alse inchude information regarding how storm water

disposal will not adversely impact ground water quality,

15. Uncertainties regarding the potential and cumulative impacts of the proposed project to water
quality call for a conservative approech to development in the Plan area. The County should
propose a comprehensive water quality menitoring program as part of the Community Plan
and final EIR. We urge the County to consider a staged approech to approval of specific
developments under the Community Plan, so that impacts can be assessed at cach stage, and
so that apprepriate corrective actions/requirements can be implemented prior to granting of
furure approvals.
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]:h.ank you for the opportunity 10 comment on the draft EIR. If you have any questions ﬁr wonld
like to discuss these comments forther, please contact me at (530) 542-5432 or Jason Churehill at
(530) 542-5571.

e

Sincerely,

, Northern Watersheds Unit

cc;  Regional Board Members
Placer County Environmental Health Dept,
Tahoe-Truckes Sanitation Agency/Craig Weods
Mevada County Planning Dept.
Sierra Watch

Tovwm of Truckee Planning Dept./Tony Lashbrook
State Clearinghouse

JCicgT: Martis ETR comaments
[Pending Files--Flacer Cowsty, Martis YValley Genernl Flan]
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Response R-1

Response R-2

Response R-3

Response R-4

LETTER R: SCOTT FERGUSON, CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LAHONTAN
REGION

The commentor is referred to responses to Comment Letter | as well as Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects
of the Project).

The commentor is referred to responses to Comment Letter | as well as Master
Response 3.4.3 (Water Quality) and Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects
of the Project).

The commentor summarizes information provided in the Revised Draft EIR, but
provides no specific comments on the adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR or
Draft EIR. Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR
or Draft EIR were received, no further response is required.

The commentor suggests that another alternative be considered that maintains
existing land uses while reducing environmental effects by using the “Low
Impact Development” (LID) method. However, the commentor provides no
specific details on land use mix, specific location or density of development and
roadway improvements. The Prince George’s County, Maryland, Department of
Environmental Resource Programs and Planning Division released a reported
titted Low-Impact Development: An Integrated Design Approach, which
described the various aspects of the LID site planning process, which includes
consideration of applicable land use regulations and flexibility with those
standards, defining development envelopes and protected areas,
incorporation of drainage into development design and modification of
drainage flows to maximize overland flow (Prince George’s County, 1999). While
these design features provide for improvements in water quality (several of
which have been incorporated into development of the Lahontan community),
LID site planning is more appropriate for the consideration of specific
development projects rather than a large-scale planning document such as the
Martis Valley Community Plan. However, several water quality aspects of LID are
included in the proposed policies of the Martis Valley Community Plan as well as
mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR pages 4.7-30 through -
54). In addition, the Lowest Intensity Alternative provides for reduced land area
for new development, clustering of new development near existing
development in the Plan area (with the exception of the Waddle Ranch area)
and large areas of open space along Martis Creek and its tributaries. The
environmental benefits of this alternative and other reduced development
alternatives is described in Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives) of the Revised Draft
EIR. The commentor is also referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the
Alternatives Analysis).
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Grelchen Bennitt, APCO
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April 30, 2003 P
MAY 01 2003
Flacer County Planning Department
At Lor Lawrence, Envirernmental Raview Clerk
11414 B Avenue PLANNING pEpT
Auburn, California 95603 N
Re:  Comments on Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Martis Valley
Community Plan Update

# -

Dear Ms. Lawrenca,

The District is very concerned about this revised draft EIR.  As siated in the Distict's
August 15 letter regarding this plan, “future develocpment of this plan will cause a significant 51
impact upon a community (Truckes) that already experiences poor air quality.”

The District’s major concem is that the Proposed Land Use Diagram and the associated four
aiternativas do ned mitigate emissions to below the District's significance threshold lovels as
outlined in our August letter, It also appears that your agency failed to incorporate any of the
District's recommended air quality confrol measures. Truckee already experiences high levels
of PM and is facing federal nonattainment for health based PMA0 standards. 1n the Districts
August letter fo your agency, we strongly recommended control measures for reducing
emissions from wood appliances. The revised draft plan has failod 1o address this issue. IFthe
Dismecél&h‘;ew and you have included woodsiove measures, please contact the District 52
imm :

Additionally. the infarmation in the revised draf® plan is not sufficient - the plan takes crodit for
emission reductions. without listing specific controls. No data was provided that supports the
findings In your revised draft plan. Again, if this data does exist, the District would appreciate a
copy immediately.

ltappears that the “Lowest Intensity Alternative” would rasult in the lowest emissions, but, as
stated =till exceads threshold levels,

Laslly, the District had requested to be included in all future comespondence and infarmed of
any public meatings. We did not receive a copy of the revised draft EIR, instead we
downiloaded it from the internet  We were informed that a public meeting would oocur in April
2003, but have not heard of any such meeting. The District formally requests that we be
includad in all future comespondence and informed of any public meetings. In closing, the 53
District would ke fo repeat its earlier recommendations and STRONGLY recommend that tha
follewing mitigations  be incorporated into the final plan,

i Mitigate ROG, NOx and PM to below significant threshold levels, To be in accordanea
with the Truckee AQMP, PM must be mitigated 100% (no ret increass).
& The District strangly recommends that all wood buming appliances be prohibited in afl
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rew construction. Gas, pellet or fuel-oil heating appliances are viable altermnativas, |
the projectinsists upon installing wood-buming appliances, they may still be able to
meet the Truckee General Plan's air quality goal of no net increase of particulate matier
by participating in a "Great Stove Changeout Program” or contributing financially to any
other programs that will offset the emissions that will be caused by the wood burning
heating appliances installed n the project.

Additionalty, if wood-burning appliances are allowed within new construction under thie Cont
plan, then sach residential unit and cooupied commereial building must have residental )
wood combustion units andfor fireplaces that are Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) Prase || or belter devices. Any wood buming appliance or fireplace that is not
EPA Phase || cartified or batter shall be prohibited. Additionally, each residential unit
and occupied commercial building shall not emit mona then 7.5 gihr of particulate
matter,

¥ D to the proposed increase of PM, ROG and NOx in the Martis Valley, the District
recommends that sir monitoring equipment far PM10, PM2.5 and ozone be placed
within an approved location by the Placer County Air Pollufion Control District and the
Northern Siemra Air Quality Management Disirict. Offset fees shall be ysed o purchase,
install and maintain the monitoring equipment. It is imperative that the proposed
menitors be in place before construction begins. Both Air districts must have baseline
data before any construclion commences,

5-4

4, The District recommends that alternatives to residential open buming of vegetative
material be used. Among suitable alternatives ara chipping, mulching, or conversion ta
biomass fusl.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Revised Draft EIR. Please fesl frea to eall
Ryan Murano at (530) 550-T872 if you have any questions or comments.

N
c«ﬁﬁ%@%
Ajr Poellution Contral Officar

Town of Truckee, Community Development Depariment
Attn: Duane Hall, Town Planner

Mevada County Supervisor Barbra Green, District &

- — — -
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LETTER S: GRETCHEN BENNITT, NORTHERN SIERRA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Response S-1 Comment noted. The commentor is referred to responses to Comment Letter N.

Response S-2 The commentor is referred to responses to Comment Letter N. As described in
Master Response 3.4.5 (Adequacy of the Alternatives Analysis), on the technical
information, analyses and materials provided and/or cited in the Draft EIR,
including additional traffic modeling, use of air quality modeling data,
vegetation and habitat mapping and other resource mapping.

Response S-3 No public meetings were held on the Martis Valley Community Plan Update or
the Draft EIR during the month of April 2003. The County will send notice of all
future public meetings to the District. The commentor is referred to responses to
Comment Letter N.

Response S-4 The commentor is referred to responses to Comment Letter N.

Martis Valley Community Plan Update Placer County
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2003
3.0-260



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT AND REVISED DRAFT EIR

MAY.D7' 2003 02312 Letter T $0346 P.ODE/OLGE

SIERRA COUNTY

Department of Planning and Building Inspection
PO, Box 530

Doornieville, California 95036

330 2BS.3251  (B00) 655325
Fox (90 289288 EGEIY

MAY 0 § 2003 ﬂ
PLANNING DEPT.

May 5. 2003

Flacer County Planning Department
17414 B Averie
Anburn, Califormia 95603

At Ms. Lon Lawrence
Dear Ms, Lawrence:

Thank you for providing a copy of the “Martis Valley Commounity Plan Update-Fevised
Draft Environmental Impact Report™ (SCH No. 2001072050) prepared by PMC
Consultants and dated March 2003. 1t is my understanding that Placer County, scting as
lead agency, has prepared a revised, drafi environmensal impact report (eriginal draft
issued tn 2002) and is sseking extended public and agency input on plan ahernatives and
cornmmmity plan ivpacts. This revised drafl, meluding additional commments, will
eventually be incorporated with the original draft to provide a proposed final
emvironmemal mpact report for the community plan,

The County of Sierra, while not a contiguous county to Placer County, i directly affected
by the land vse activities in the Mariis Vallev area of Nevada and Placer Counties. We
belizve that Sierra County, especially the eastetn commty region will experience a number
of impacts associated with continued build-out and development of Martis Valley, We
would ask that the revised snvironmental impact report contain a detailed review of the
following points which we feel were completely omutted from the emironmental review
decwments that we have reviewed o date:

1) Transporiation impacts on State Route 89 north of Truckes, through Siema
County and Sierra Valley ave not addressed. The vehicle trips expected from
various stages of build out {commereial, residential, recreational) need 1o be
addressed and analyzed. There is no analysis showing the level of service of
State Route 89 and the various traffic loading that can be expected from the T-2
Mariis Valley Plan-for example, what can we expect from iraffic impacts at
Sierraville that are already excessive on peak hours, weekends, and holidays.
The State Route 89 corridor & a key transportation comidor serving Lake
Tahoe, Truckee, and other regions served by Tnterstate 80 (Reno-Sacramento
corridor) and the recreational traffie alone has caused significant trafSic
loading problems n Sterraville throupgh to Gragagle, Summer and winter
traffic are secking recreational pursuits {snowmobiles, golf, sightseeing,
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ourdoor activities) and the issues with traffic loads, wildlife mmpacts, and land
vee need 1o be researched.

2) Recreational traffic and demands on Sierea County services related to this
increased recreational demand are not addressed. For example, what impects
may be expected to the Stampede Reservoir complex; to the Jackson
Meadows complex, and to recreational destinations in Sierra Valley and the
Lakes Basin (Sierra Buttes area). The increased demand, the peed for
expanded public services, and the carrying capacity of these facilities needs to
be identified.

3) Wikdlife degradation related to waffic increasss along the Highway 89 system
between Truckee and Sierraville is currently a great concem. Caltrang,
California Departroent of Fish and Garoe, and local interest groups recognize
this current and severe condition and have a sipiificant concern for mereasd
deer mortality. This project will further degrade this resource,

4)  The growth inducement and cumulative impacts that Sierra County may
experience have not been identified in the reports that we have reviewed. The
current housing market of the Truckee region (housing supply and housing
values) have caused a significant ncrease n property transactions in Sitrm
County. The implementation of the Martis Comemuity Plan will mubtiphy this
increase and there needs to be an assessment of service demands, howsing
stock, growth inducing activities, school impacts, and other economic
concerns to assure that the County is adequately informed and imderstands the
level of expected impacts and can accommodate the ncreased sconomic

activity resulting. These impacts could be both positive and negative and a
firther analysis would present valuable findings,

5 The water supply required to serve the plan bulldout (surface or groundwater)
recds 1o be fully understood and the relstionship that this buildowt and
demand may have on the current negotiations underway for the Truckes River
Operating Agteement have not been disclosad.

6)  There needs to be a statement outlining the possible air quality impects to
Sierre County as Loyahton (Sierra) and Truckee (IWevada) have already been
identified as sites requitimg greater scrutiny by the Morthern Sterra Ak Gruality
Management Mistrict.

Thank you and we would appreciate your review of these concerns and a written response
at your earliest convenience.

Sinceraly,

Sierra County
Plamming Department

TmH. Beals
Diiractor

T-2
Cont

T-3

T-5
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Response T-1

Response T-2

Response T-3

Response T-4

Response T-5

Response T-6

LETTER T: TIM BEALS, SIERRA COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING INSPECTION

Comment noted. As noted in Master Response 3.4.10 (Adequacy of the Public
Review Period), the comment period on the Draft EIR ended on August 19, 2002.
The comment period on the Revised Draft EIR ended on April 30, 2003. As
identified in the following responses, no significant environmental effects from
the adoption of the Martis Valley Community Plan are expected to occur in
Sierra County.

Draft EIR page 4.4-71 specifically identifies that the Proposed Land Use Diagram
would increase traffic volumes on SR 89 north of Interstate 80 by 9 percent.
However, this portion of SR 89 is expected to operate at LOS “A” under 2021
conditions. Thus, no traffic impacts to SR 89 or Sierra County are expected.
Given that no significant traffic impact was identified to SR 89 north of Interstate
80, it was not discussed in the Revised Draft EIR. However, the Clustered Land
Use Alternative, Reduced Intensity Alternative and the Lowest Intensity
Alternative would likely result in further reductions in traffic volumes on SR 89.
Given the distance and lack of physical connection between Sierra County and
the Plan area, the project is not expected to result in land use or wildlife impacts
in Sierra County.

See Response to Comment T-2 regarding traffic impacts. Given the abundance
of recreational opportunities within and immediately adjacent to the Plan area
that are similar to those available in Sierra County, it is not expected that
subsequent development under the Martis Valley Community Plan would have
substantial effect on recreational opportunities in Sierra County and would
trigger a physical effect on the environment. There is no evidence suggesting
that the project would result in significant public service, parking and
recreational impacts that would trigger a physical effect on the environment
(i.e., necessitates need for the construction of new facilities) and no evidence
has been provided by the commentor to substantiate this concern.

Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) of the Draft EIR addresses project and
cumulative effects of the project on wildlife resources in the region. However,
the project would not result in any direct impact on wildlife resources in Sierra
County. See Response to Comment T-2.

The physical effects of increased demand for affordable housing associated
with the project are specifically noted on Draft EIR page 4.2-17 through -28. As
noted in Master Response 3.4.8 (Affordable and Employee Housing Effects of the
Project), approximately 89 to 91 percent of area employees reside in the North
Tahoe/Truckee rather than travel outside the region for housing. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15131 specifically notes that economic concerns are not
considered physical effect on the environment. The commentor has provided
no evidence to substantiate that the adoption of the Martis Valley Community
Plan would trigger social and economic effects in Sierra County that would
result in a physical effect on the environment.

See Master Response 3.4.4 (Water Supply Effects of the Project) regarding the
water supply analysis in the Draft EIR. Draft EIR pages 4.7-18 through -20

Placer County
May 2003
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Response T-7

specifically notes Public Law 101-618 (Truckee-Carson-Pyramid Lake Settlement
Act), which sets forth the requirement of establishing the Truckee River Operating
Agreement, identifies California’s allocation of water for use in the Truckee River
watershed outside of the Tahoe Basin at 32,000 acre-feet annually of gross
diversion. Current estimates for water use for all of Martis Valley as well as
adjoining areas to range from 22,000 to 24,000 acre-feet annually.

Draft EIR pages 4.6-19 and -20 specifically notes that cumulative air quality
impacts associated with the project includes the Mountain Counties Air Basin,
which consists of Sierra County and the Town of Truckee. The Northern Sierra Air
Quality Management District has submitted correspondence regarding this
project (Comment Letters N and S).
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